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ABSTRACT 
Children's Autonomy in Preschools 
Doctor of Education 
May, 1985 
Janet K. Stetson, B.A., Ohio Wesleyan University 
M.A., Ohio Wesleyan University 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
In this study, children's behavior, group size 
patterns, and teacher roles were compared in two types of 
preschools, described as high or low autonomy programs. 
Data were collected in six nursery schools in Western 
Massachusetts. The Behavior Checklist of Child-Environment 
Interaction was used to collect data about children's 
behavior, group sizes, and teacher roles. 
There were four major findings in this study: 
1. The descriptions high and low autonomy did not differ¬ 
entiate between two types of programs. 
2. In all six programs, there were high percentages of 
On-Task, Verbal, Cooperation, Materials Use, and 
Consideration behaviors in the Blocks, Fantasy, and 
Books Areas, and low percentages of the behaviors in 
the Open and Large Group Areas. 
3. With one exception, the rank order of observed group 
sizes was the same in all programs. Children were 
v 
observed most often in the group size called "Total 
Class." In areas were there were high percentages of 
the five behaviors, children were likely to be observed 
in small groups. 
4. The rank order of teacher roles, with one exception, 
was identical in all six programs. The most common 
teacher role was "Directing." In areas with high 
percentages of the five behaviors, the most common 
teacher role was "Absent." 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
An historical interest in children's autonomy and a 
reflection on the provision for children's autonomy in 
early childhood education classrooms have provided the 
impetus for this study. As discussed more fully in Chapter 
II, A Review of the Literature, philosophers and child 
development theorists from Rousseau to Piaget have recom¬ 
mended that children be given personal freedom to explore 
their physical environment and be given opportunities to 
discover principles that underlie social relationships by 
participating in informal activities with other children. 
Pedagogical practices derived from these theories assume 
that child development is enhanced in situations where 
children exercise self-governance in choosing activities 
and setting the pace for their own learning. 
Currently, most educators provide for young children's 
autonomy by making "free play" a part of the early child¬ 
hood curriculum (Evans, 1975; Stodolsky, 1974; Weber, 
1971; Weikert, 1972). While "free play" is perceived to 
be a means for meeting important educational objectives for 
young children (Sears and Dowley, 1963), there are few 
studies that provide objective evidence to justify this 
belief. 
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This investigation will attempt to answer several 
questions about the effects of providing autonomous exper¬ 
iences on children's development. Two groups of preschools 
will be designated high or low autonomy programs based on 
the number of opportunities each program provides for 
children to make choices about their activities. Observa¬ 
tions of children's behavior will be made in both high and 
low autonomy programs and the similarities and differences 
of observed behaviors will be examined. Group size patterns 
and teacher role patterns in high and low autonomy programs 
will also be studied. Day, Perkins, and Weinthaler (1979) 
and Day (1983) have articulated a theory that children's 
behavior in the early childhood classroom is a valid indica¬ 
tor of their development, and that data about children's 
behavior in the classroom reflects the degree to which the 
setting supports their development. To this end they 
developed an instrument to record children's behavior, The 
Behavior Checklist of Child-Environment Interaction (Day, 
Perkins, and Weinthaler, 1978; Day, 1982). The theories on 
which these assumptions are based are discussed at length 
in Chapter II, A Review of the Literature. 
Five generic categories of children's behavior will be 
of interest in this study: task involvement, cooperation, 
verbal, materials use, and consideration. The behavioral 
data will be generated by the use of The Behavior Checklist 
as will data about group size patterns and teacher roles 
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in high and low autonomy programs. In addition, teachers 
will be asked to predict a rank order for teacher roles as 
they expect them to occur in the classroom, in order to 
compare their predictions with the rank order of observed 
teacher roles. Definitions for the behaviors, group sizes, 
and teacher roles are supplied in Chapter III. It is 
assumed by the author that children who are involved in 
tasks, cooperate with others, use speech in work and play, 
manipulate materials, and show consideration for others in 
the early childhood classroom, are manifesting behaviors 
that attest to their development in that setting. Conse¬ 
quently, the first five questions to be answered in this 
study refer to the five generic categories of behavior 
identified by Day (1983). The first question to be 
answered, Is there a difference in task involvement behavior 
in high and low autonomy programs?, assumes that child 
development is likely to occur when children are attending 
to a task, but not when they wander aimlessly about or 
appear inattentive. The second question, Is there a differ¬ 
ence in cooperation behavior in high and low autonomy pro¬ 
grams?, assumes that children who exhibit the ability to 
undertake associative or cooperative activities are develop¬ 
ing socially beyond children who are capable only of soli 
tary or parallel activities. The third question, Is there 
a difference in verbal behavior in high and low autonomy 
programs?, assumes that the more incidents involving 
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children's language use that are observed the more the 
children's language skills are developing. The fourth 
question, Is there a difference in materials use behavior 
in high and low autonomy programs?, assumes that prosocial 
behavior on the part of children indicates a developing 
ability to demonstrate empathy or a concern for others' 
feelings. The implications of the assumptions regarding 
differences in these five behaviors in high and low auton¬ 
omy programs are also discussed in Chapters II and IV. 
The sixth question that this study is concerned with 
asks, Is there a difference in patterns of group size in 
high and low autonomy programs? The National Day Care 
Study (Travers and Goodson, 1980) discovered that there is 
an association between small group size and children's 
gains on developmental measures, so it would be valuable 
to note if there is an association between autonomy type 
and small group size. 
The last question to be answered in this study, Are 
there differences in the rank order of expected and observed 
teacher roles in high and low autonomy programs?, was 
suggested by Berk's (1976) study. Berk noted that teachers 
in some programs were able to predict their observed behav¬ 
ior more accurately than teachers in other programs. In 
addition to using the data from this study to compare 
teachers' observed behavior with their predicted behavior, 
the data can be used to determine what proportion of time 
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teachers in each program spend in each of four roles: 
directing, participating, observing, and absent. in 
Chapter II, several studies associate certain teacher roles 
with measures of developmental gains, so it will be of 
interest to see if particular roles occur more frequently 
in high or low autonomy programs. 
The theoretical significance of this study lies in the 
contributions it may make in understanding the relationship 
of children's autonomy to their -development. Many of the 
most adequate and comprehensive child development theories 
discussed in Chapter II have not yet been verified by 
systematic studies of children's behavior. The practical 
significance of this study is that the data generated from 
observations of children's behavior can be used for the 
evaluation and improvement of the programs observed. Even 
if there are no significant differences between high and 
low autonomy programs, child behaviors within each program 
can be compared with each program's goals for the children. 
As discussed in Chapter II, data from similar observations 
have been used for over seven years to improve programs in 
which some of David Day's graduate students have been 
employed. In order to use data from this study for program 
improvement, the following assumptions must be made. If 
one program goal is children's language development, for 
example, it is likely that language development is occurring 
if there is a high percentage of verbal behavior in the 
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number of total observations in the program. Similarly, 
if social growth is a program goal, high percentages of 
cooperation and consideration behaviors would indicate 
growth. On the other hand, if a program values on-task 
behavior, low percentages of task involvement behaviors 
would point to a need for making changes within the program 
to increase the time children are on-task. 
There are limitations inherent in this study, however. 
While the frequency of behaviors can be recorded, some 
qualities of behaviors cannot be measured. For example, 
the richness of children's vocabulary and the complexity of 
their syntax cannot be measured by The Behavior Checklist, 
even though the number of times children are observed 
speaking can be recorded. Sylva, et al. (1980) look at the 
number of "turns" between speakers to assess children's 
language development, but this study will do little to 
inform an investigation of this problem. In Chapter IV, 
however, the implications of observed patterns of group 
size in relation to Sylva's study are discussed. Similarly, 
while the frequency of children's use of materials will be 
recorded, and information about the complexity of the 
materials is available from the data, it will be impossible 
to determine if children are using the material in simple, 
repetitious ways or developing elaborate schemes in which 
to use the materials. 
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In Chapter II, several studies (Soar and Soar, 1972; 
Soar, 1968; Featherstone, 1974; Stodolsky, 1974; Bettelheim, 
1965) raise the question of optimum amounts of autonomy for 
certain types of children or certain types of learning 
tasks. This study will provide no information to answer 
these questions. Another possible limitation to this study 
is the fact that it may not be possible to apply the find¬ 
ings to different types of early childhood settings — for 
example, to an urban, low-income day care center as well as 
to a middle class nursery school. 
However, it is hoped that data generated from this 
study can inform child development theories about children's 
autonomy and/or be used to generate new child development 
theories; that the data can be used in making decisions 
that will enhance children's developmental experiences in 
preschools, and to contribute to the improvement of the 
teaching skills of early childhood professionals. 
The setting of this study includes six suburban commun¬ 
ities in Western Massachusetts. The programs observed were 
nursery schools which met Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays 
during the school year, from 9:00 to 11:30 A.M., in church 
buildings. The subjects were four-year-olds who were 
observed over a four-week period as they went about their 
normal activities in the classroom. Most children, with a 
few exceptions, were quite similar along the dimensions of 
socio-economic class, race, and family structure. Most 
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children were middle-class, middle-income, white, and had 
both parents living in the home. In most situations, the 
father of each child worked full-time at a job away from 
home and the mother assumed child care and household 
responsibilities full-time. 
CHAPTER I I 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Historical Interest in Children’s Autonomy 
Phillip Aries' Centuries of Childhood (1962) does not 
indicate that a concern for autonomy played any part in 
early childhood education up to the seventeenth century. 
According to Aries, European children in the Middle Ages 
and the Renaissance were expected to assume adult respon¬ 
sibilities at an early age. Children joined in as best 
they could in the work of the family. Obedience to pater¬ 
nal authority was undoubtedly encouraged because the family 
needed the child's labor in their struggle for economic 
survival. In addition, except for a privileged elite, most 
people were denied what are considered today to be basic 
human rights. Because of this situation and because of 
the low status of children, who received few privileges 
and little legal protection, it would be unthinkable that 
a concern for autonomy would play any part in their early 
education. 
In the seventeenth century, John Locke (Gay, 1964) and 
Comenius (1967) engaged in speculation about children's 
acquisition of knowledge. Locke viewed children as a 
tabula rasa on which knowledge was imposed by adults; he 
did not appear to consider that a child's acquisition of 
knowledge had anything to do with qualities or interests 
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within the child or the child's interaction with the envi¬ 
ronment. Moreover, Locke's goal for moral education appears 
to have been the acceptance of and obedience to accepted 
social and religious mores. However, both Locke and Comenius 
appear to have turned from harsh authoritatian methods for 
educating young children. Locke's writings even demonstrate 
a concern with the necessity for teaching children self- 
discipline, a concern that is slightly closer to a concern 
for children's autonomy, and more removed from a concern 
for blind obedience to authority. 
In the eighteenth century, social and intellectual 
leaders expressed an interest in human rights; children 
were among the groups of oppressed citizens who were a 
focus of this interest. Jean Jacques Rousseau (1957), for 
example, spoke of children as "noble savages" containing 
within themselves the ability to control their own learning. 
Rousseau believed orderly growth was inherent in the child 
and that adults were likely to thwart or distort the child s 
development if they interferred. The views of Rousseau and 
Locke about children's autonomy differ sharply, but their 
theories, however carefully worked out, were not subjected 
to testing by the systematic observation of their stategies 
for teaching young children. 
During the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, 
Johann Pestalozzi (1774), Friedrich Froebel (1899), and 
Maria Montessori (1964) developed pedagogies that have had 
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a profound influence on early childhood education, in 
particular in relation to the emphasis subsequently placed 
on children's play, exploration, and their interaction with 
their environment. Pestalozzi, Froebel, and Montessori 
shared similar beliefs about the characteristics of children 
and the nature of their development. They believed that 
children are innately pure and good, and that the process 
of development is a "natural", spontaneous unfolding that 
proceeds from the child's interests. Froebel and Montessori 
developed specific teaching strategies to assist child 
development. 
Froebel's practices encouraged the active participation 
of the child in his/her learning, including setting goals 
and finding ways to achieve them. Adults were charged with 
the responsibility for systematizing children's play without 
interfering with their independence or spontaneity. To this 
end, Froebel developed a set of didactic materials, or 
"gifts," to be used in play with children. 
Montessori classrooms even today are characterized by 
children's selecting self-correcting materials and setting 
their own pace for interacting with the materials. Montes¬ 
sori teachers are charged with the responsibility for 
preparing an orderly environment and observing children in 
order to provide appropriate materials to meet their devel¬ 
opmental needs and interests, but cautioned against inter¬ 
rupting children concentrating on their work. However, 
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there are limitations to children's autonomy in Montessori 
classrooms. Teachers are expected to motivate children who 
are not making selections and concentrating on tasks. 
Children are expected to help keep the classroom orderly. 
Through practical life activities it is expected that 
children will learn self-help skills, develop a sense of 
order, and become conscious of a responsibility to others. 
Reaching these goals may require activities that interfere 
with a child's autonomy. 
For both Froebel and Montessori, it is possible that 
some inconsistencies exist between an intention to let 
children control their own activities and the necessity 
for occasional intervention by the adults responsible for 
them. The introduction of Froebel's didactic materials, 
or "gifts," for example, may have posed constraints on a 
child's activities as well as providing opportunities to 
explore the properties of the materials. It is possible 
that some children could be overwhelmed by the teacher or 
manipulated into one of Froebel's activities for which they 
have no interest. Moreover, while Montessori classrooms 
have a variety of materials, the teacher controls the 
selection of materials to be included and prescribes the 
way they are to be used. Children may really prefer turning 
somersaults or rolling graduated cylinders down an incline 
to using the materials provided in the prescribed ways, 
but they have no opportunities for doing so in a Montessori 
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classroom. 
However, the Pestalozzi-Froebel-Montessori view of 
early childhood education, with its emphasis on the role of 
children in their own learning process, was quite different 
from earlier views that authoritarian pronouncements and/or 
punishments were necessary to educate young children. 
John Dewey's (1956) emphasis on the value of indepen¬ 
dent activity and an experience-based curriculum had a pro¬ 
found influence on the practice of including "free play" in 
the early childhood curriculum. "Free play" is a situation 
in which children choose an activity from a range of activ¬ 
ities presented in the classroom. From Dewey's point of 
view, education is a process set in motion by children 
manipulating, observing, and asking questions about everyday 
materials and events. As does Montessori, Dewey expects 
children to learn by moving about the classroom and making 
activity choices. Dewey's view of autonomy, however, must 
be seen in the context of his concern for moral and social 
education. Laissez-faire is not the prevailing mode for 
children's behavior in a classroom guided by Dewey's ideas. 
Teachers are charged with setting goals for children and 
providing ways for them to discover principles of social 
organization and to accept necessary social controls. 
In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 
Teachers College at Columbia University had on its faculty 
Susan Blow (1894, 1899), representing Froebel's point of 
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view, and Patty Smith Hill (1923), who represented Dewey's 
perspective. They taught a seminar together, and among 
their differences was their approach to children's play, 
whether it was to be "free," or directed by a teacher. It 
happened that Hill's point of view came to be more influen¬ 
tial than Blow's, in part because Froebel's curriculum was 
thought to be too rigid, and based on introspection rather 
than observational child study, while Dewey's encouraged 
the teacher to observe a child's learning in exploratory 
situations and to facilitate the child's development of 
self-discipline. 
The work of Susan Isaacs (1930) also had a profound 
influence on nursery school practices. She urged teachers 
to stimulate children's active inquiry and to provide 
experiences for learning that are responsive to children's 
expressions of curiosity. In addition to making it possible 
for children to look at and touch concrete materials and to 
ask questions, Isaacs urged teachers to respect and encour¬ 
age a rich fantasy life for young children. 
Theoretical Considerations of Children's Autonomy 
It is important to note that much of the historical 
discussion of children's autonomy up to this point has 
centered on pedagogical practices. Another profound 
influence on early childhood programs, particularly 
nursery schools, is Freud's psychodynamic theory, for 
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which Erikson (1963) and Mahler (1975) have provided inter— 
pretations. According to Freudian theory, after developing 
a sense of trust children must learn to recognize themselves 
as separate persons and take increasing amounts of respon¬ 
sibility for accepting and meeting life's challenges. Mature 
relationships and achievements alike are said to depend on 
the development of a sense of autonomy. Therefore, in many 
early childhood classrooms the exercise of autonomy by 
children has come to be considered essential to their devel¬ 
opment. Staff members in many U.S. nursery schools are 
trained to remain unobtrusive during periods of children's 
exploratory play, and have come to place a decided impor¬ 
tance on social behavior exhibited during these activities. 
The housekeeping area, for example, where children may act 
out family situations, is of particular interest to many 
early childhood professionals. According to Freudian theory, 
roleplaying can help children understand themselves as 
separate, autonomous beings, while increasing their aware¬ 
ness of others. 
Another theoretician concerned with children's auton¬ 
omy who has influenced contemporary early childhood 
education practices is Jean Piaget (1952). Piaget s work 
is a theory of development; he does not propound any 
specific pedagogical practices. However, early childhood 
specialists who have accepted Piaget's theory of development 
(Kamii and DeVries, 1978; Kamii, 1980, 1981, and 1984, 
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Forman & Kuschner, 1977; Forman & Hill, 1980) point to two 
elements of his thought that can be applied to early child¬ 
hood classroom practices. The first is that children need 
opportunities to explore the properties of concrete mater¬ 
ials; the second is that knowledge is "constructed" within 
the child rather than being imposed externally. That is, 
a child may perceive a principle only through experience 
with materials, not by being told of it by an adult. Early 
childhood classrooms influenced by Piagetian theory are 
therefore planned to provide opportunities for children to 
explore materials for the purpose of gaining an understand¬ 
ing of physical principles, and to provide opportunities 
for children to participate in social relationships and 
make choices that will lead to their understanding and 
acceptance of a moral responsibility to others. 
Relatively recent discussions about the place of 
autonomy in the preschool have been prompted by practices 
in British Infant Schools, U.S. open education experiments, 
and "free schools" (Grannis, 1973; Barth, 1972; Yeomans, 
1969). The British Infant School and U.S. open education 
classrooms and free schools share a child—centered attitude 
that encourages teachers to observe children's behavior, to 
assess their abilities and interests, and to respect the 
role children play in their own learning. The organization 
of these classrooms is designed to provide freedom of choice 
and individual and small group learning experiences. 
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Lessons are not taught at specific times; learning takes 
place in various centers set up around the room that offer 
experiences in art, reading, mathematics, science, etc. 
Teachers serve as facilitators, problem-solvers, and 
observers. The pace and content of each child's learning 
are determined by the child's interests and abilities; 
usually the child's work flow is not interrupted by teachers. 
In addition, children can become involved in activities that 
combine several curriculum areas; for example, art and 
mathematics experiences are offered in a collage activity 
where children paste numerals cut from different textured 
materials onto a stiff sheet of paper. 
Barth (1972) and Evans (1975), however, have articu¬ 
lated some of the problems relating to children's autonomy 
which are inherent in open education. Barth and Evans are 
concerned in particular that the division of responsibility 
for learning in the teacher-child relationship is not clear 
in some open classrooms and that teachers do not always 
provide clear expectations or goals for children s learning 
and give children constructive feedback in planning and 
evaluation situations. 
In addition, Graubard (1972) points out that contem¬ 
porary free schools in the U.S. are often established for 
political reasons and do not always incorporate freedom in 
a pedagogical sense. There are serious implications for 
this situation, the most important being the quality of 
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each child's experience in the preschool in relation to his 
or her developmental needs. Adult political rhetoric and 
a child's needs may be antithetical. Schools that are 
established to provide an alternative to the strictures of 
public education are often ineffective in terms of teaching 
basic skills, according to Kozol (1972), even though there 
is a genuine attempt to personalize a child's experience 
and allow the child to participate in charting it. This 
dilemma raises the question of competence and its relation 
to autonomy. 
In the 1960's, compensatory educational programs were 
established to prevent elementary school failure by develop¬ 
ing the cognitive competence of poor preschool children. 
Project Head Start, which began in 1965, focused not only 
on the cognitive development of children, but on the child's 
social, emotional, and physical development. Goals for 
parents and their community were also established. While 
most Head Start programs were similar to the traditional 
nursery school model (Evans, 1975), several experimental 
programs were established in Head Start centers. One of 
the most well-known and controversial was the program 
developed by Bereiter and Engelmann (1966), in which 
didactic instruction prevented the children from exercising 
autonomy. Of course, this practice reflected both a 
behaviorist orientation and a view that reaching content¬ 
learning goals was of prime importance in the early 
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childhood classroom. Naturally, the effectiveness of this 
model and other models used in Head Start centers was of 
great interest to early childhood educators. 
Head Start research literature since 1970 was recently 
reviewed (Hubbell, 1983). Four major Head Start program 
evaluations (Huron Institute, 1974; Cline, et al., 1980; 
High/Scope, 1974; Jones, et al., 1975) found no differences 
in child performance related to different curricula. Miller 
and Dyer (1975) reported that children who attended Bereiter- 
Engelmann or DARCEE programs which were oriented towards 
didactic instructions scored higher on the Stanford-Binet 
Intelligence Test than children in other programs, but that 
the differences did not persist into the school years. 
Two questions concerning autonomy and competence remain 
to be answered. Can a person without basic skills be 
autonomous? Can a person who has no experiences in which 
to develop the capacity for autonomous behavior be either 
competent or autonomous? Answers to these questions have 
important implications for early childhood practices, but 
current research seems to provide no definitive answers. 
The following studies, which look at aspects of children s 
autonomy in preschools, have a bearing on these questions, 
however, because they provide additional insights and 
suggest further research. 
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Research Studies with Implications 
for Children's Autonomy 
Muste and Sharpe (1947) compared the behavior of 
children in a highly regimented day care center and in a 
less-structured university laboratory school. They found 
children exhibited more prosocial behavior in the less- 
structured program, but also more aggressive behavior. 
Soar and Soar (1972) attempted to compare children's 
behaviors in different types of programs and relate behav¬ 
iors to measures of pupil growth. They concluded, "...the 
dimensions of classroom behavior which relate most strongly 
to pupil growth are not always ones which discriminate 
between programs" (p. 256). Because of a small N, one of 
their findings was nonsignificant, but it relates to the 
issue of children's autonomy. When children's learning 
was examined in relation to the dimensions Pupil Selected 
Activity vs. Teacher Directed Activity and Pupil Initiation 
vs. Drill, it appeared that greater amounts of structure 
enhanced simple concrete learning, while opportunities for 
autonomy favored complex-abstract learning, up to a point. 
This finding echoed a previous study (Soar, 1968) in which 
Soar concluded that the amount of freedom that is functional 
for pupils' learning is related to the complexity or 
abstractness of the learning task. 
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Fagot (1973) found more child task involvement in 
situations where teachers were less directive. Teachers 
who permitted more child autonomy were also observed to 
criticize less, give fewer directions, show less physical 
affection, respond more to children's questions, and were 
more likely to set up new activities for the children each 
day than teachers who were more directive. 
In Stodolsky's (1974) study of children making choices 
in free play settings, no child was observed on task less 
than 62 percent of the time in free play situations where 
children were given options and a rich environment of people 
and materials. Stodolsky pointed out, however, that her 
sample was made up of normal children and that Bettelheim 
(1965) had reported that making choices and moving from 
one activity to another provoked great anxiety in severely 
emotionally disturbed children. Just as various degrees 
of autonomy appear to be functional for certain types of 
learning (Soar and Soar, 1972; Soar, 1968), various degrees 
of autonomy appear to be functional for certain personal¬ 
ities. Featherstone (1974) pointed out that certain chil¬ 
dren in free play preschool settings sought out areas in 
which adults directed small-group activities. He concluded 
that those children appeared to need the security of such 
settings. 
Stallings (1975) studied 273 first and third grade 
classrooms throughout the U.S. Follow Through, University 
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of Arizona, and non Follow Through models were represented 
in the study. Child outcomes included the Metropolitan 
Achievement Test (reading and arithmetic), the Raven's 
Coloured Progressive Matrices, Intellectual Achievement 
Responsibility Scale, absence rate, and desired child 
behaviors (independence, task persistence, question asking). 
The study addressed two questions. First, how the observed 
teaching practices in Follow Through classrooms were consis¬ 
tent with the goals of the appropriate program model, and 
second, how teaching practices were related to child out¬ 
comes . 
While children in structured programs with systematic 
instruction and a high rate of positive reinforcement scored 
higher on mathematics and reading tests, children in flex¬ 
ible classroom environments, which provided more exploratory 
materials and allowed more choices on the part of the chil¬ 
dren, had higher scores on a test of non-verbal reasoning, 
lower absence rates, and were more willing to work indepen¬ 
dently. Other desired child behaviors — task persistence, 
cooperation, and question-asking — were found to be 
associated with certain teaching practices which sometimes 
reflect varying amounts of autonomy permitted children in 
the programs studied. Task persistence was found most 
often in programs that used textbooks and workbooks, and 
where adults instructed children one at a time. Stallings 
believed this result can be explained by the fact that 
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children may have difficulty understanding large group 
instructions, or by the fact that having their questions 
answered or the directions clarified in a one-to-one 
relationship allows children to proceed with their work 
independently. Similarly, Kounin and Gump (1974) and 
Kounin and Doyle (1975) have reported an association of 
children's high task persistence in situations where 
signals to children are said to be continuous and from 
one competent source, such as from a teacher in a one-to- 
one teaching situation, and that children are less persis¬ 
tent when the competent source is interrupted by signals 
from others, as in a group instructional activity where 
several children join in a discussion with the teacher. 
These findings support those of Stallings. 
The Stallings' study found more child cooperation 
behavior in programs with a wide variety of activities, 
where exploratory materials were available, and where 
children could choose their own groupings. An adult asking 
questions and making comments about a task seemed, however, 
to encourage children to join each other in a cooperative 
task. Question asking behavior on the part of children, 
which had been related to higher scores on achievement 
tests and attitudinal tests in earlier studies (Stallings, 
1973; Stallings, et al., 1972), was observed more frequently 
in classes where there was a one-to-one relationship of 
adult to child, where adults responded to children's 
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questions, and where adults made general conversational 
comments to children. These opportunities occur less 
frequently in classes where large group instruction predom¬ 
inates and opportunities for children to make choices and 
explore materials are limited. 
Stallings used the Intellectual Achievement Respon¬ 
sibility Scale to assess the extent to which third graders 
in the study took responsibility for their own successes 
or failure. According to previous studies (Rotter, 1966; 
Levenson, 1974), a person's perception of internal vs. 
external control of a situation (locus of control) affects 
their expectation of future rewards for successful behavior 
and their acceptance of responsibility for their own success 
or failure. An assumption in using the IAR Scale is that 
children who perceive the locus of control to be external 
(such as powerful others or chance) are less likely to 
accept responsibility for their own success and failure 
than are children who perceive the locus of control to 
be internal. Stallings found that children in the more 
"open" classrooms had higher scores on the IAR success 
scale, but were less likely to take responsibility for 
their own failure. Children in the more highly structured 
classrooms attributed their success to their teachers or 
forces outside themselves, but took responsibility for 
their own failure. 
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Miller and Dyer (1975) compared observational data 
with the program orientation of four preschool models. 
They found that children exhibited larger amounts of 
verbal recitation and fewer incidents of fantasy play in 
classrooms with a teacher-directed, fast-paced format 
where large group activities predominate and teachers ask 
questions, as opposed to classrooms with a child-centered, 
slow-paced format where individual activities conducted 
by teachers predominate and teachers give information. 
Like Soar and Soar (1972), Miller and Dyer found that 
teachers in programs that did not follow a specific curric¬ 
ulum model used more controlling behaviors than those 
teachers in programs following a clearly articulated 
curriculum model. 
Day and Sheehan (1974) found that in early childhood 
programs where space, materials, and adult roles were 
integrated, children's autonomous behavior within expanding 
limits was seen to be related to many instances of coopera¬ 
tion, constructive use of materials, much communication, 
children's efforts seemingly focused on the task at hand, 
little acting out and aggression toward other children, 
and to the program's being directed by the staff, but 
evolved with the participation of the children. 
Children were found by Doke and Risley (1975) to be 
more involved in informal, free-choice activities than in 
formal, teacher-directed activities in which all children 
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were required to participate. They suggested that children 
may be less involved in formal situations because they wait 
more frequently while the teacher speaks to another child 
or distributes the same materials to all the students, 
while in informal activities children can choose among 
available materials and proceed at their own pace. 
Prescott, et al. (1975) compared "closed structure" 
day care environments, where teachers for the most part 
determine what children do, to "open structure" environ¬ 
ments where children make more choices. They found that 
in "open structure" centers there were more adult-child 
interactions, more incidences of children receiving adult 
help, a lower proportion of unfinished activities, a greater 
abundance and variety of available play materials, and 
teachers who more frequently open up the alternatives in 
a learning activity. Environmental factors associated 
with "closed structure" programs in the Prescott study 
include a large N and a lower "softness" rating (meaning 
"cozy furniture" and "messy" play materials were less 
likely to be found). The authors conclude that any posi¬ 
tive curriculum advantages inherent in a "closed structure 
environment cannot overcome the disadvantages inherent in 
the program's restrictions on children's activities. 
Several studies have looked at children's social 
behaviors in association with certain teacher behaviors. 
Huston-Stein, et al., (1977) found prosocial behavior to 
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peers, helping of peers, imaginative play, attention at 
circle time, and responsibility for clean up time signif¬ 
icantly correlated with a low level of direct teacher 
instruction. Huston-Stein, et al. found that total aggres¬ 
sion was also related to a low level of direct instruction, 
as did Muste and Sharpe (1974). On the other hand, Perkins 
(1980) found antisocial behavior was high in a day care 
center characterized by predominately uninvolved and direc¬ 
tive adults. 
Emmerich (1977) found more cooperation, compliance, 
and affiliation with peers in free play situations than 
in teacher-directed small group times. Moreover, over a 
16-week period, there were gains in the free play situation 
on the following measures: autonomous achievement, gross 
motor activity, and fantasy activity. These same measures 
were found to decrease over time in teacher-directed small 
group situations. 
A study by Day, et al. (1982) confirmed the discovery 
of Berk (1976) that there is a disparity between expected 
and observed opportunities for autonomy in preschools, 
raised questions about the nature of children's choices 
within and across programs observed, and examined the 
influence of the degree of autonomy permitted on children's 
use of learning areas in the classroom. 
Comprehensive examinations of observational methods 
appropriate to early childhood program evaluation have 
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been made by Medley and Mitzel (1963), Beller (1973), and 
Goodwin and Driscoll (1980). Three groups of observational 
studies, while not directly concerned with children's 
autonomy, are relevant to a discussion of the methodology 
used in this investigation. The first group of studies is 
made up of observations of children's play behavior. Parten 
(1933) defined six sequential social participation categor¬ 
ies based on her observations of children's play. Johnson 
(1935) noted changes in children's play behavior when the 
amount of play equipment was varied. Smilansky (1968) 
developed the concept of a cognitive play hierarchy based 
on Piaget's theories and observations of children's play. 
Rubin (1977) argued for the combined use of both social 
and cognitive hierarchies in order to distinguish differ¬ 
ences in play behaviors. 
The studies of Hayward, Rothenberg, and Beasley (1974) 
and Rothenberg (1977) are among those using a behavior 
mapping technique to analyze children's use of an environ¬ 
ment. Hayward, Rothenberg, and Beasley compared children's 
play in three types of playgrounds, and Rothenberg explored 
the way boys and girls used various areas in open classrooms. 
Kounin (1977) reported the production of videotapes 
of free play sessions that made possible a broad view of 
nursery school settings and children's behavior in those 
settings during free play. Among the analyses of the 
Rosenthal's work (1973). By identifying a videotapes was 
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child s attendance at an activity and reversing the video— 
tape, Rosenthal could determine conditions operative at 
the time the child started an activity, and thus determine 
whether the child or the teacher were responsible for the 
child's activity-setting entry. 
The work of Day, et al. (1982) suggested the focus of 
this study, an investigation of children's autonomy in 
preschool settings, and provided the methodology for the 
study also. The methodology was derived from several 
sources. For example. The Behavior Checklist of Child- 
Environment Interaction (Day, Perkins, and Weinthaler, 
1978; Day, 1982) is based on the theories of Lewin (1936) 
and Barker (1968). Lewin attributes behavior to a recip¬ 
rocal interaction between a person and his or her environ¬ 
ment. Barker asserts that an individual's behavior changes 
from situation to situation according to influences of the 
environment in that situation, and that children tend to 
act more like other children within each situation than 
maintaining a consistent behavior pattern across environ¬ 
ments . 
Gump (1969; 1975; 1978) has applied Barker's study of 
behavior to school environments. He describes the class¬ 
room environment as a series of discrete behavior segments, 
or settings. Each segment exists in time and space and has 
a discernible pattern of behavior for adults and children 
which is congruent with activities in the area, and is 
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distinct from those in adjacent segments. 
Day & Sheehan (1974) gathered descriptive data in a 
number of Massachusetts day care centers. They found that 
children's behavior was related to three environmental 
variables: physical setting and the arrangement of space, 
the presentation of materials, and the amount and kind of 
adult-child interaction. This relationship was maintained 
across program types, regardless of children's status or 
race, or a program's size. Day, Perkins, and Weinthaler 
(1979) and Day (1983) have asserted that since early child¬ 
hood programs are designed to foster and sustain development 
and that there exists a behavior-environment relationship, 
it follows that children's behavior in any setting is a 
mainfestation of development and that observations of 
children's behavior in early childhood settings can be 
used to determine the degree to which a setting is support¬ 
ing children's development. 
Similarly, Bronfenbrenner (1979) has urged that the 
assessment of factors contributing to child development 
include observations, over time, of children in everyday 
settings. He believes children's behavior as it naturally 
occurs is a more valid indicator of their development than 
their behavior in an experimental or testing situation. 
Since 1977, M. Ed. students enrolled in ecological 
program analysis classes taught by Day have used the 
Behavior Checklist to assess the effectiveness of programs 
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in which they are employed. Each student has attested to 
the value of this practice, and the consensus among the 
students is that the construct validity of the instrument 
is very high. 
Therefore, this study of children's autonomy in pre¬ 
schools has been undertaken to contribute to the body of 
literature about the effect of various environments on 
children's behavior. The use of the Behavior Checklist 
in this study is based on a belief that descriptions of 
children's behavior can be considered valid indicators of 
children's development in the settings observed. Another 
conviction implicit in this study is that early childhood 
environments can be compared by studying behaviors of 
children elicited in each setting. 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
This chapter contains a description of the procedure 
used in developing and completing this study. The (a) 
assumptions, (b) description of the sample, (c) instrumen¬ 
tation, (d) statement of hypotheses, (e) methods of gathering 
^ata, and (f) analysis of the data will be discussed in 
that order. 
Assumptions 
In the review of the literature in Chapter II, the 
treatment of autonomy was discussed by several child 
development theorists. This study assumes that children 
in early childhood classrooms demonstrate autonomy when 
they choose activities and/or materials. 
For the purposes of this study it is also assumed, as 
in the work of Day, Perkins, and Weinthaler, that children's 
observed behavior in a natural setting can be an effective 
measure of how that program is contributing to their develop¬ 
ment. In addition, it is assumed that task involvement, 
verbal interaction, cooperation, use of materials, and 
consideration, as defined in The Behavior Checklist of 
Child-Environment Interaction, are child behaviors partic¬ 
ularly associated with development. 
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another assumption of this study is that programs 
can be designated as providing high or low degrees of 
autonomy for children following an examination of their 
statement of purpose or philosophy and their daily program 
schedule, and an initial observation of the program while 
children go about their ordinary activities. 
Sample Selection 
As was noted in Chapter I, the population of this study 
is made up of children 2 years, 9 months to 6 years of age 
enrolled in nursery school and day care programs which are 
based on the traditional nursery school model. Because of 
personal and financial considerations, the finite popula¬ 
tion consists of preschool programs within a 25-mile radius 
of Amherst, Massachusetts, with the exception of areas 
under the jurisdiction of the Springfield, Massachusetts, 
Department of Social Services. 
Using a list of licensed preschool programs provided 
by the Massachusetts Region I Office for Children, programs 
were selected without replacement using a table of random 
numbers. Initially, a site visit was made to each program 
selected in order to obtain information about such variables 
as group size, teacher/child ratio, teacher qualifications, 
child characteristics, physical environment, curriculum 
model used, and the degrees of autonomy permitted the 
children. 
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Wide variations of group size, staff/child ratio, 
age of the children enrolled, and patterns of attendance 
existed. For example, in some programs children were 
enrolled full-time five days a week; in others, children 
attended full-time two to four days and other children 
attended two to five mornings and/or afternoons. Group 
size and membership in these programs varied from day-to- 
day; group size varied from 17 to 24. Some groups inte¬ 
grated 3-5 years olds; other centers grouped children 
according to age. 
Because of these difficulties, site visits were dis¬ 
continued and telephone surveys instituted for randomly 
selected programs. Day care centers were eliminated from 
the sample selection pool because their patterns of atten¬ 
dance varied widely, and from the remaining nursery schools 
seventeen were selected which had similar attendance 
patterns and ages of children enrolled. Of the seventeen, 
seven had similar group sizes and child/staff ratios. 
Site visits were made to the seven centers to obtain 
information about program philosophy, the daily schedule, 
classroom environment, and the degree of autonomy appar¬ 
ently permitted the children. A teacher structure check¬ 
list developed by Patricia Rowe Webster was completed for 
each center, the daily schedule copied from the bulletin 
board, a statement of philosophy obtained from the school 
handbook, and a floor plan of the classroom(s) was sketched. 
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Informal interviews with the head teacher and observations 
of a free play session were completed. After an examination 
of this information, which is detailed in Appendices A-D, 
three programs were designated high autonomy programs and 
three programs were designated low autonomy programs. 
Instrumentation 
In this study observations of children's behavior and 
the context of their behavior with respect to group size 
and teacher role were made, and a questionnaire was given 
to teachers asking them to rank their expected teacher 
roles. A description of how each instrument was selected 
or developed follows. 
The Second Edition of the Behavior Checklist of Child- 
Environment Interaction developed by Day, Perkins, and 
Weinthaler (1982) was used to record children's behavior 
and the context of their behavior as they went about the 
activities of their early childhood classroom and play¬ 
ground. The Checklist is comprised of 29 behaviors from 
five generic categories: task involvement, cooperation, 
verbal behavior, materials use, and consideration. The 
categories and the behaviors which comprise each category 
are defined in the following paragraphs. 
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1* Task involvement behavior. The child is engaged in an 
activity or task, or is not engaged. 
1•1 On-task behavior: The child is engaged in a task 
— —'activity. The child is completing a puzzle, painting 
at an easel, sorting objects, or completing a paper-and- 
pencil task, for example. The child is attentive to an 
activity led by a teacher, e.g., watches as a teacher 
reads a book, listens to other children talk in a group 
discussion. On-task behavior can be observed in any 
activity whether teacher directed or self-selected, 
whether isolate, small group or total class activity. 
(The nature of on-task behavior for each curriculum 
activity should be defined in the Activity/Area 
Description Forms.) 
1.1-1 Observes: The child observes the activity of 
other children or of an adult without participating 
or interfering in any way. The child watches, and 
perhaps comments on the activity of a child or adult. 
The child is obviously interested in what is taking 
place but in no way attempts to enter the activity in 
a direct way. (Observes is on-task behavior; on-task 
will be coded, too.) 
1.2 Off-task behavior: The child is inattentive, 
uninvolved, or wandering. The child is not engaged in 
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a task, fails to respond to a teacher's query, or 
fumbles around in distraction. An inattentive/unin¬ 
volved child may sit quietly at a table or in a circle 
with other children who are involved. The child need 
not be disruptive. 
A wandering child moves about the room without 
focus. He/she wanders from area to area without 
attention to any activity and without joining others. 
The child remains in an area only for a few seconds 
duration before moving on. 
1.2-1 Waits: The child waits while activities, mater¬ 
ials, etc, are being prepared or the activity started. 
The child waits, alone or with others, while a teacher 
prepares, organizes, distributes materials, or attends 
to other children. The child sits at a table waiting 
for the teacher to distribute paste to each child. The 
child is asked to remain seated in a circle while the 
teacher searches for a storybook. (Waits is off-task 
behavior; off-task will be coded, too.) 
1.3 Transition: The child is between activities. The 
child is not engaged in a curriculum task but, rather, 
is between events, e.g., between reading instruction 
and mathematics; between completing a puzzle and 
beginning to paint; or preparing for recess. 
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2* Materials use. The child is using materials and/or 
equipment. 
2-1 Single use materials:1 The child is using a 
material which has one purpose or which has an outcome 
which is predetermined. Table games such as puzzles, 
lotto, checkers or sensory motor materials as, for 
example, Montessori cylinder blocks would be simple 
materials. So too, would worksheets and workbooks, a 
children's book, assignment papers or texts. Pencils, 
rulers, crayons would also be simple materials as would 
tricycles, climbers, and forks and spoons used in 
eating. 
2.2 Multi use materials:'*' The child is using a 
material which requires exploratory, constructive behav¬ 
ior, the purpose of which is not inherent in the 
material. Examples of complex materials would include 
blocks, clay, wood working, easel painting, sand or 
water play and an exploratory science table. 
2.3 Combines: The child combines materials. The child 
uses an assortment of materials, often from more than 
one area, in his/her play or activity. For example, 
a child might combine sand with finger paint to get 
The distinction between single and complex materials was 
inspired by S. Kitchevesky and E. Prescott's (1969) 
designation of simple and complex materials. 
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different texture end color. A child might use blankets 
from the fantasy play area in the blocks area to con¬ 
struct a tent. A child may use blocks and boards from 
the woodworking area to construct a maze for a guinea 
pig. The child may build a structure with checkers or 
use a ruler as a lever in a task unrelated to measure¬ 
ment . 
2.4 Abuses/Misuses: The child abuses or misuses 
materials. The child throws blocks, tears pages from 
a book, chews pieces from a game or puzzle, crushes a 
toy or paints on a wall. The child is not using the 
material as it was intended and in a destructive or 
disruptive way. 
2.5 No materials use: The child is not using any 
material. The child may or may not be on-task. He/she 
could be involved in a circle activity, group discussion 
or viewing a film. 
2.6 Qff-task manipulation: The child is off-task but 
is fumbling with a material, e.g., spinning a block 
while idly sitting on a table. 
3. Cooperation. The child is engaged in independent, 
associative, or cooperative activity, or is being directed 
by the teacher. 
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3.1 Works independently: The child is engaged in a 
task alone. The child is not involved with nor does 
he/she seek the assistance or direction of another 
child or adult. The child may be physically isolated 
(in a place without other children) or near others (at 
a table or on the floor close to other children). There 
may be some conversation with others but the child 
continues to work or play alone. 
3.2 Associative activity: The child is engaged in an 
activity with another child, group of children, or 
adult where the responsibility for directing (coordin¬ 
ating) the activity has been invested in one person. 
Activity is maintained by the children's interest 
rather than by teacher direction or coercion by the 
other children. The child is free to leave the activity. 
The important dimension is hierarchy; one child or adult 
makes the decisions and, thus, leads the group. The 
child being observed may be the leader or the follower; 
the child's involvement in this type of activity is what 
is being coded and not the nature of his/her role. 
3.3 Cooperative activity: The child is engaged in an 
activity with another child, group of children, or 
adult where there is shared responsibility for what 
occurs. Leadership is shared among the participants; 
ideas, suggestions, plans of action are considered on 
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their merits rather than by who makes them. Participa¬ 
tion appears to be based on interest; children may 
leave or enter the activity while it is taking place. 
3*4 Teacher directed activity: A teacher is leading/ 
directing the activity in which the child is engaged. 
Teacher direction may occur in a large group or tutorial 
activity; the size of the group is unimportant. The 
child is obliged to follow the lead of the teacher. 
Examples could include morning circle, snack, a reading 
lesson, story time, and a walk through the neighborhood. 
3.5 No-evidence: There is no evidence of the presence 
or absence of cooperation because the child is off-task. 
(Entry would be made for both off-task and no evidence. 
4. Verbal behavior. The child is using language, or is not. 
4.1 Recitation talk: In a teacher directed activity, 
the child responds to inquiries by the teacher. The 
response may result from direct inquiry - a question 
or statement directed to the child - or from indirect 
inquiry - a question or statement directed to the group 
as a whole. Typically, recitation talk would occur at 
circle time, story time or during formal instruction, 
for example. The role of the teacher is directing and 
the apparent purpose of the activity is to instruct 
the children. 
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4•2 Task talk: Speech between children or with an 
related to a task or activity which is not teacher 
directed. The child is engaged in conversation with 
another child, adult or both about a task or activity 
in which the child is engaged or when he/she is observ¬ 
ing another child's engagement. There must be recipro¬ 
cal speech. (If adult requires a response or leads the 
child, recitation talk would be coded.) 
4.3 Social speech: Speech between children or with an 
adult which is not related to a task or activity. The 
child is simply engaged in a verbal interchange about 
any matter other than a task at hand. Social speech 
can occur while a child is task involved; it could 
occur as a child completes an art activity at a table 
with other children. Also, children may be uninvolved 
in any task but engaged in social speech when, for 
example, they could be sitting on swings, not swinging, 
but talking about some earlier common experience. 
4.4 Talks to self: The child talks to him/herself 
while engaged in an activity or task. The speech is 
not directed to anyone else, though it may be a series 
of questions and may occur in the presence of other 
people. It is clearly speech for oneself and can take 
any form, i.e., role playing behavior, directing task 
resolution, or discussing an event. 
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^ ^ Other speech: Talk which does not fit any of the 
definitions provided here, i.e., a sentence fragment 
which appears to hang in space, a probe by a child with 
no response, a declarative statement made to an unknown 
subject. 
4.6 No speech: The child did not utter a word during 
the 30 second segment. 
5. Consideration. The child is considerate of other 
children and their activities. 
5.1 Respects space; The child respects the physical 
space and/or materials of other children. The child 
walks around another child who is seated on the floor 
looking at a book. The child does not disturb a con¬ 
struction project, game or other activity of children. 
By contrast, a child who did not respect the physical 
space of others would march through an area where an 
activity was occuring. A child who does not disrupt 
the activity of others working in close proximity - at 
a table or on the floor - would also be respecting 
physical space. 
5.2 Takes turn: The child takes turns in activities 
with other children. The child will allow other chil¬ 
dren to use materials he/she is using, to alternate 
using a piece of equipment, or wait in line with other 
44 
children before using a material or engaging in an 
activity. Taking turns would include sharing common 
materials in an art activity, for example, while work¬ 
ing independently on one's own project. It would also 
include waiting to swing on a tree swing until another 
child had finished (not to be confused with waiting 
for an activity to begin). Taking turns is learned 
behavior and may need to be mediated by adults. Even 
in instances where adults are involved, the behavior 
should be coded. It should not, however, when the 
child has been threatened with the imposition of 
sanctions if he/she refuses to take a turn. 
5.3 Helps child: The child assists another child. 
The child provides assistance to another child as, 
for example, in getting a cup of water for a handicapped 
peer, helping a child lift a box, offering to assist in 
picking up blocks. This behavior occurs with or without 
adult encouragement. 
5.4 Disturbs: The child disturbs the activity of 
others and/or behaves in a way disruptive of on-going 
activities. The child intentionally rolls a large ball 
into the block structure of another child. The child 
runs about screaming while others are trying to listen 
to a story. The child takes others materials. A 
disruptive child would not be task involved and would 
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be attempting to interfere with others who are or who 
might want to be involved. 
5.5 Threatens/Strikes: The child threatens or strikes 
another child. The child threatens to strike another 
child with a block, kicks a child, intentionally drives 
a tricycle into another child or throws a swing in a 
way to threaten a nearby child would all constitute 
threatening or striking behavior. 
5.6 No evidence: The child was not observed in any 
positive or negative consideration behavior during the 
30 second observation segment. 
6. Leaves classroom. (Listed as Other on the Data Sheet.) 
This behavior will be coded when the child leaves the class¬ 
room and the observation cannot be continued. A child 
leaving for the toilet, taking a message to another teacher, 
or being picked-up by a health worker for a dental appoint¬ 
ment would be examples of this behavior. Coding leaves 
classroom signals the interruption of the observation prior 
to its completion. 
The five generic categories of behavior: task involve 
ment, cooperation, verbal behavior, materials use, and 
consideration not only reflect traditional values of early 
education, but are judged to be important indicators of 
social, emotional, and intellectual development of children. 
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The Checklist was also used to gather four types of 
contextual data: the type of activity/area, teacher role, 
group size, and identification of choice of entry into the 
activity or learning area. The four types of data are 
defined below. 
Activity/Area. Before the observations are begun, the 
teacher in charge of the classroom shall identify and define 
all of the activities and learning areas which comprise the 
classroom curriculum structure.^ For example, a nursery 
school and kindergarten will commonly have the following 
learning areas and activities: housekeeping, arts and 
crafts, blocks, table games, circle time, snack and out¬ 
doors. A first, second and third grade might have, in 
addition to those of the kindergarten, a reading area, 
writing instruction, mathematics area and instructional 
activity, and a children's book area, for example. Each 
activity and area will be identified and given an ID number. 
There can be an unlimited number of activities and 
areas in any classroom and just as much variety in their 
kinds among different early education programs. However, 
there seems to be a set of areas and activities commonly 
found in preschools and another set common to primary 
grades. They have been described below, with the 
^ The procedure for identifying and describing activities 
and learning areas involves completing Activity/Area 
Description Forms. 
47 
corresponding ID. Wherever possible, these ID's should be 
used in identifying like kinds of areas and activities. 
There are two activities which appear in every class¬ 
room, activity which occurs across or between areas and 
clean-up. Activity which does not occur within a designated 
or defined area or is not a part of a regularly scheduled 
event shall be called Open Activity. Open activity occurs 
when two children are engaged in fantasy play in which they 
move along the corridors and pathways of the classroom but 
never enter any of the learning areas. Open activity could 
also involve a child moving about on the priphery of areas 
(wandering behavior). Open activity is a functional desig¬ 
nation for observations which do not occur in any of the 
designed learning areas. The ID for open activity is 
always 
Clean-up activity is that which occurs in every area 
when the teacher signals it should begin. The teacher will 
announce clean-up, will ring a bell or in any of several 
other ways signal to the children the end of what they are 
engaged in and the request that they should return materials 
to their place of storage, clean off tables, place used 
materials in waste containers, etc. Clean-up supersedes 
all other area designations; during clean-up ignore where 
it occurs and code only that it is then taking place. The 
numeral 2 should always be the ID for clean-up. 
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Common Preschool and Kindergarten Activities/Areas 
ID Activity/Area Definition of the Area 
1 Open Activity Activity which occurs outside of 
designated learning areas and not 
during regularly scheduled activ¬ 
ities. 
2 Clean Up Returning materials to their place 
of storage, picking up, etc. Always 
at the request of the teacher. 
Fantasy Play Area An area particularly designed to 
provoke and sustain role play, 
fantasy, and make-believe, i.e., 
housekeeping and dress-up play. 
4 Table Games Area An area in which small games are 
stored, with large and/or small 
tables upon which the games are 
played. Games would include 
puzzles, lotto, matching and sort¬ 
ing activities and balance scales, 
for example. 
5 Blocks An area in which unit blocks are 
stored and used. Occasionally 
large construction blocks may also 
be found, as would miniature cars, 
people and other materials useful 
in construction activity. 
6 Book Area An area, usually quite small, in 
which children's books are found 
for use both by children and adults 
with children. 
7 Art Area An area where table arts and crafts 
occur. Tables, materials for 
activities, i.e., scissors, glue, 
paper, etc. would be found. Dis¬ 
tinct from easel painting. 
8 Large Group Area Usually an open space large enough 
to accommodate all of the children. 
A place where most whole group, 
teacher led activities occur, i.e., 
opening exercise, circle time, 
story time. 
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Common Preschool and Kindergarten Activities/Areas (Cont.) 
ID Activity/Area_Definition of the Area 
9 Snack Area An area designated as the snack 
area. May be used for other activ¬ 
ities when not used for snack. 
10 Outdoors Area That area outside the classroom 
(and building) which is used by 
the children in the program. This 
is a gross descriptor for outdoor 
areas vary widely in size, complex¬ 
ity, and use. 
2. Teacher role. For each observation the role of the 
teacher was coded according to the following guidelines: 
1_ When the teacher is absent from the setting in 
which the child's behavior is observed. 
2 When the teacher is present in the area but is only 
observing the activity of the child. The adult 
may comment on the activity but does not become 
engaged with the child. 
3 When the teacher is participating in the activity 
with the child but is not directing, nor control¬ 
ling, the events, rather he/she is engaged in the 
same activity as the child. 
4 When the teacher is directing the activity of the 
child or group of children. The teacher is in 
charge of the events. 
On occasion there may be more than one teacher in an 
area or with an activity. In such cases code the teacher 
who is playing the lead role, e.g., the teacher who is 
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directing circle time, or the teacher closest to or engaged 
with the child, e.g., the teacher who is seated to the rear 
of a child who is completing a collage in a group where 
another teacher is also observing the events. 
3. Group size. Provision has been made for recording the 
number of children with the child under observation. Note, 
this category is for numbers of children only. The presence 
or absence of the adult is not a factor in determining group 
size. Group size will be designated as follows: 
1 When the child is alone. 
2 When the child is with one other child. 
3 When the child is with two to four additional 
children (group size including the child is three 
to five children). 
4 When there are more than five children in the 
group but less than the whole class; when the whole 
class is not expected to be included. 
5 When it is a whole class activity; when all of the 
children are expected to be included. 
4 # identification of choice of entry into the_activity or 
learning area. In addition to the identification of each 
activity and learning area, the activities into which 
children are directed by teachers are distinguished from 
those which are freely chosen by the children and those to 
which children turn when their first choice is frustrated 
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by environmental limitations. Definitions are: 
A* Child choice. When the child's activity is one 
chosen by the child from an array of options. 
B. Environmental restriction. When the child chooses 
an activity where there is no opportunity to par¬ 
ticipate because of space limitations, and then 
makes a second choice in default of the first. 
Two examples would be a third child choosing to 
paint at an easel designed for two children or a 
fifth child wanting to enter the block area 
designated for four participants who then choose 
to sit down to do puzzles. 
C. Teacher choice. When the staff direct children 
into an activity or learning area. Examples 
could include circle time, story time, snack, or 
outdoor play. The teachers would announce to the 
children that snack was about to be served with 
the assumption that every child would be expected 
to join in the activity, or a teacher would tell 
a child that it was his/her turn to make an art 
project. Even though children may from time to 
time refuse to join the activity, the existence of 
the expectation that they join in is sufficient 
for designating the activity as being teacher 
choice. 
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D* No evidence. When it is impossible to determine 
if the child's entry into the activity is voluntary 
or limited by environmental restrictions or by a 
teacher's direction. 
In addition to the four types of data obtained by using 
the Checklist, it is possible to obtain information about 
the time of day the observation occurred. A separate score 
sheet is used for each observation, facilitating tabulation 
and statistical analysis. 
In order to compare teachers' observed behavior with 
the behavior teachers expected of themselves, as in Berk's 
study, each teacher was presented with the list of teacher 
behaviors: absent, observing, participating, and directing. 
She was asked to rank the behaviors as she expected them to 
occur naturally in the classroom (l=most frequently occur¬ 
ring, 4=least frequently occurring). The rank order 
obtained for each program was available for comparison 
with the rank order actually observed. 
Statement of Hypotheses 
The following research hypotheses express the intent 
of the questions posed in Chapter I. 
A. There will be a significant difference in task involve¬ 
ment behavior in high and low autonomy programs. 
B. There will be a significant difference in cooperation 
behavior in high and low autonomy programs. 
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C. There will be a significant difference in verbal 
behavior in high and low autonomy programs. 
D. There will be a significant difference in materials 
use behavior in high and low autonomy programs. 
E. There will be a significant difference in considera¬ 
tion behavior in high and low autonomy programs. 
F. There will be a difference in patterns of group size 
for high and low autonomy programs. 
G. There will be a difference in the rank order of 
expected and observed teacher roles in high and low 
autonomy centers. 
Data Gathering Procedure 
Three observers were selected to gather data; two 
were graduate students (including the author), while the 
third was a graduate faculty member who had developed the 
Checklist. Each had been trained to use the instrument 
and had a minimum of four years' experience using it to 
collect data. Prior to completing the observations, video¬ 
tapes were used to determine observer reliability. An 
index of 93.4 percent of interrater agreement was obtained 
using the Kappa coefficient. Each observer was assigned 
to a high autonomy program and a low autonomy program, but 
the author alone was aware of the designations. 
Observations were scheduled in 30 minute modules over 
the entire program day in each of the six programs. A 
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series of five, 30 second observations were scheduled 
during each half hour module at 5 minute intervals begin¬ 
ning on the half hour, and continuing over several days so 
that each child could be observed five times. To complete 
an observation, an observer watched a child for 30 seconds 
and then spent 30 seconds coding behavior and context 
variables on the Checklist coding sheet. These observer 
activities were repeated for the same child each 30 seconds 
over a 5 minute interval, so that five sets of data were 
recorded on each coding sheet that reflected the behavior 
of that child during each observation segment. 
The order in which the children were observed in each 
program was determined by random sampling with replacement. 
Each child's code number was written on five slips of paper 
and the slips for all the children in the program were 
placed in a box. As code numbers were drawn, they were 
assigned to successive observation intervals beginning 
with 9:00 to 9:30 A.M. and ending with 11:00 to 11:30 A.M. 
(See Appendix E). 
All observations were completed between May 9, 1983, 
and June 8, 1983. A shorter interval would have been 
preferred, but previously scheduled field trips, parent 
conferences, or similar events in centers necessitated the 
longer time period. On one or two occasions scheduled 
observation days were postponed at the request of a nursery 
rescheduled to suit the convenience of school director, or 
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an observer. In situations where the observers found it 
impossible to complete the scheduled observations in 30 
minutes or children were absent, fewer than five observa¬ 
tions were made each half hour. 
After the observations were completed, each observer 
asked the nursery school director or head teacher to com¬ 
plete the task of determining the expected rank order of 
teacher roles. 
Processing of Data 
Table 1 indicates the number of children observed in 
each program and the number for whom observational data was 
included in the data analysis for this study. 
Table 1 
N of Cases 
Program Number Number Observed Number Included 
in Data Analysis 
1 18 15 
2 24 22 
3 22 17 
4 23 14 
5 17 13 
6 23 17 
Total 127 98 
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Because of missing values, behavior data were processed 
for 7 percent of the children who were observed. Data were 
eliminated for children who were observed fewer than four 
times. 
Because the number of children in each program were 
fewer than 29, and it is necessary to have fewer dependent 
variables than subjects, the 29 behaviors from the Check¬ 
list were reduced to five. The five variables represent 
positive aspects of the generic categories on-task, 
cooperation, verbal, materials use, and consideration. The 
variables analyzed were the following: On-Task, Cooperation 
(Associative Action and Cooperative Action), Verbal (Task 
Talk and Social Talk), Materials Use (Single Use Materials, 
Multi Use Materials, Combines), and Consideration (Respects 
Space, Takes Turn, Helps Child). 
Data are reported two ways. First, frequency counts 
and percent of observations are presented as illustrated 
in Table 5. For example, in Table 5 the frequency count for 
On-Task behavior in the Large Group area of Program 1 is 73, 
and the total observations made in the Large Group area in 
that program were 83. In 73 of the 83 observations children 
were observed to be On-Task, or 88 percent of the time. In 
the Large Group area, 629 observations were made for all six 
programs. Children were observed to be On-Task 488 times, 
or during 78 percent of the observations in that area. 
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Table 2 illustrates a second method for reporting data. 
In Table 2 a mean score of 16.07 is recorded for On-Task 
behavior in Program 1. Recalling that each child in the 
study was observed on four occasions and five sets of data 
were recorded each time, the highest possible score for any 
behavior would be 20. In Program 1, the score 16.07 means 
that in approximately 16 of 20 times children were observed 
in Program 1, their behavior was recorded On-Task. 
It is assumed that the use of mean scores and percent¬ 
ages in reporting data makes the discussion of the results 
more meaningful to early childhood professionals than the 
use of more sophisticated statistical treatment with which 
they might not have become familiar. For example, the 
research results on child behavior from the National Day 
Care Study are presented in a series of tables giving the 
results of regressions of child behavior variables on 
selected policy variables (Travers and Goodson, 1980). 
The interpretation of regression analysis is not a part 
of the training of most early childhood professionals, and 
no mean scores or precentages are available to help make 
the data from the National Day Care Study meaningful. If 
research is to influence the improvement of early child¬ 
hood programs, it must be reported in a way that people 
who are to make the changes can understand. 
CHAPTER I V 
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
In Chapter III a series of hypotheses were formulated. 
The hypotheses stated in null form are: 
A. There will be no significant difference in task involve¬ 
ment behavior between high and low autonomy programs. 
B. There will be no significant difference in cooperative 
behavior between high and low autonomy programs. 
C. There will be no significant difference in verbal 
behavior between high and low autonomy programs. 
D. There will be no significant difference in materials 
use behavior between high and low autonomy programs. 
E. There will be no significant difference in consideration 
behavior between high and low autonomy programs. 
F. There will be no difference in patterns of group size 
between high and low autonomy programs. For example, 
children in low autonomy programs may spend no more 
time in large groups than children in high autonomy 
programs. 
G. There will be no difference in the rank order of 
expected and observed teacher roles between high and 
low autonomy programs. 
Since Programs 1, 3, and 5 make up the low autonomy 
group while Programs 2, 4, and 6 make up the high autonomy 
group, and the above hypotheses involve comparing the 
58 
59 
average of high autonomy programs with the average of low 
autonomy programs, the hypothesis may be stated as: 
H = ^.^5 _ ^4+^6 _ 
o 3 3 u 
where u^, u^, and n are population means for the low 
autonomy programs and , and are population means 
for high autonomy programs. This hypothesis was tested 
for each behavior of interest: On-Task, Cooperation, 
Verbal, Materials Use, and Consideration. Since Hypotheses 
A, B, C, D, and E involve behaviors of children which may 
be interrelated, a multivariate analysis of variance needed 
to be carried out. The F value was not significant. 
When a univariate analysis of variance of the means 
illustrated in Table 2 was carried out, the F value was 
significant at the .05 level for three of the five behav¬ 
iors: On-Task, Cooperation, and Consideration. The 
analysis of variance is shown in Table 3, indicating that 
On-Task and Cooperation behaviors were more frequent in 
Low Autonomy programs and Consideration behaviors more 
frequent in High Autonomy programs. Confidence intervals 
were then set up to make comparisons for the behaviors of 
interest. The confidence intervals are illustrated in 
Table 4. 
The width of the confidence intervals in Table 4 and 
the fact that the intervals contain zero indicate that it 
is unlikely that the behaviors of interest are different 
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in high and low autonomy programs. 
A major problem with these findings is that they depend 
on the validity of the designation High or Low Autonomy 
given to the programs. During and after making their 
observations, observers who were not aware of how the 
programs were labelled either expressed the opinion that 
they saw little difference in the autonomy granted children 
in either of the two programs they were observing, or 
guessed that a High Autonomy program was Low Autonomy, or 
vice versa. The author's experience while making observa¬ 
tions was that there appeared to be considerably less 
autonomy in the High Autonomy program than had been 
expected. 
An examination of two sets of data is pertinent to 
this problem. First, in looking at child behaviors, Low 
Autonomy programs could be expected to have more Teacher 
Directed Cooperative behavior and more Recitation Verbal 
behavior recorded than High Autonomy programs. However, 
means for both behaviors were quite similar for the two 
types of program. For Teacher Directed Cooperative 
behavior, the mean for the Low Autonomy group was 8.68, 
while the mean for the High Autonomy group was 8.72. For 
Recitation Verbal behavior, the mean for the Low Autonomy 
group was 1.20, while the mean for the High Autonomy group 
was 1.15. The supposedly High Autonomy group had even 
more Teacher Directed Cooperative behavior than the Low 
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Autonomy gruop, and only slightly less Recitation Verbal 
behavior. 
Secondly, data on the context variables Teacher Role 
and Identification of Choice to Enter Activity/Area also 
weaken the case that the designation of High or Low Autonomy 
for the two groups is valid. For example, it would seem 
likely that Teacher Choice to Enter Activity/Area would be 
coded more frequently in Low Autonomy programs than in High 
Autonomy programs. However, there was only 0.1 percent 
difference in the Teacher Choice identification between the 
two groups. The mean percent of total observations in which 
Teacher Choice was recorded in Low Autonomy programs (other 
options were Child Choice, Environmental Restriction, or 
No Evidence) was 58.5. For High Autonomy programs the 
figure was 58.4 percent. Similarly, the teacher role 
Directing (other roles were Absent, Observing, or Partici¬ 
pating) could be expected to be recorded more frequently in 
Low Autonomy programs than in High Autonomy programs. How¬ 
ever, the mean percent of total observations in which the 
teacher role Directing was recorded in Low Autonomy pro¬ 
grams was 49.7, and in High Autonomy programs, 48.9 percent. 
The teacher role Directing was recorded with almost the 
same frequency in both groups. From an examination of 
these variables and the child behavior variables Teacher 
Directed Cooperation behavior and Recitation Verbal behav¬ 
ior, it is quite obvious that comparisons of supposedly 
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High and Low Autonomy groups cannot be made with any 
validity in this study. 
The problem of definition of program autonomy type 
could perhaps be remedied by making visits over several 
weeks prior to the study to determine if observational data 
are consistent with a program’s statement of philosophy and 
posted daily schedule. Considering the difficulty in find- 
ing programs that have similar enrollment patterns, group 
sizes, child/staff ratios, physical environments, etc., a 
broader geographical base for sample selection would be 
necessary in another study to find enough programs that 
satisfy agreement on all the previously mentioned dimensions 
and have a valid High/Low Autonomy designation. 
It is also possible that certain confounding variables 
would require that such a study be redesigned. For example, 
children's Cooperation behavior may be influenced by the 
presence of siblings in their families or by previous school 
experience. Consideration behavior may be influenced by 
religious education experience. Therefore, the design of 
the study would have to partial out the effects of these 
variables, or others that may be suggested. 
However, the data from this study are useful for 
showing some trends in child behaviors in environments 
that may or may not foster children's development. Tables 
5-9 illustrate behaviors observed in eleven Activity/Areas 
in the six programs. 
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Analysis of Activity/Areas 
The Activity/Areas in Tables 5-9 are presented in rank 
order according to the total number of observations made in 
each Activity/Area in all six programs. Observations were 
scheduled equally over five different times of the program 
day and children were observed in whatever Activity/Area 
they happened to be found. Approximately 35 percent of all 
observations, for example, were made in the Large Group Area, 
while 1 percent were completed in the Books Area. The rank 
order of observations in Activity/Areas in individual pro¬ 
grams is quite similar to that of the total sample, with a 
few exceptions. Children in Programs 1 and 2 were observed 
much less frequently in the Table Games Area, and children 
in Program 4 were observed less frequently in the Art Area 
than those in the entire sample. On the other hand, chil¬ 
dren in Program 5 were more likely to be observed in the 
Snack Activity/Area than those in the entire sample. Pro¬ 
gram 2, which had no outdoor playground, had no children 
observed in the Outdoors Area, but the percent of time 
they were observed in the Indoor Large Muscle Area was not 
too dissimilar to the percent of time children in the 
entire sample were observed in the Outdoors Area. The rank 
order within each program, despite some exceptions, was 
more likely to be similar than dissimilar to the rank order 
of Activity/Area observations in the entire sample. 
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From an examination of Table 5, it would appear that 
high percentages of On-Task behavior were observed in the 
Fantasy (89 percent), Table Games (86 percent), and Blocks 
(86 percent) Areas. For programs with Indoor Large Muscle 
Areas, children were observed to be On—Task 93 percent of 
the time in that area. The lowest percentages of On-Task 
behavior in the entire sample occurred in the Open Activity/ 
Area (34 percent). The next lowest percentages of On-Task 
behavior were recorded in the Clean Up (59 percent) and 
Books (67 percent) Areas. 
An Open Activity/Area is defined as an activity occur¬ 
ring outside designated learning areas, and not during 
regularly scheduled activities. A child observed in this 
Activity/Area may therefore be in a situation in which no 
task is available; therefore, low percentages of On-Task 
behavior might be expected. Moreover, early childhood 
teachers know most children need considerable direction 
to remain On-Task during a clean up activity. If the whole 
class is cleaning up at the same time and the teacher's 
attention must be divided among all the children in the 
classroom, it is likely children will not be observed 
On-Task in the Clean Up Activity/Area with great frequency. 
Similarly, most children who are four years old, as are 
the children in the sample, cannot read. If the books in 
the Books Area are not carefully selected to provide 
pictures to hold the attention of non-readers, children may 
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not be observed to be On-Task in that area frequently. 
On the other hand, children in the Fantasy, Table 
Games, Blocks, and Indoor Large Muscle Activity/Areas 
usually have materials or equipment which they can manip- 
u-*-ate successfully to meet their physical, emotional, and 
cognitive developmental needs. These Activity/Areas are 
usually popular choices of children in early childhood 
programs. Therefore, high percentages of On-Task behavior 
in these areas might be expected. 
With the exception of the Open Activity/Area, children 
were observed On-Task over half the time in most of the 
areas in the entire sample. These results are consistent 
with those in other studies in which the Behavior Checklist 
was used (Day, Warner, & Logue-Blair, 1981; Day, Warner, 
Stetson & Blankenship, 1982). 
The data from Table 5 also can be used by individual 
programs to suggest further observations of children's 
behavior and their environments and to make program improve¬ 
ments. In Program 5, for example, teachers may want to 
find out why children were On-Task in the Fantasy Area only 
half as often as those in the entire sample. They might 
ask themselves several questions: Are the materials in 
the Fantasy Area available in adequate numbers? Are the 
materials attractive, in good repair, and easily accessible? 
Are the materials contributing in some way to Off-Task 
behavior? Is the Fantasy Area located where children's 
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activities are not interrupted by doors opening or people 
walking through the area? Do children have enough time 
and the support of adults to elaborate on fantasy play? 
Answers to these and other questions may suggest ways in 
which teachers in Program 5 can increase the percentage of 
On-Task behavior in the Fantasy Area. 
The highest percentages of Cooperation behavior in the 
entire sample were noted in the Books (57 percent), Fantasy 
(55 percent), and Blocks (53 percent) Areas. The lowest 
percentages were recorded in the Art (1 percent) , Large 
Group (2 percent), and Snack (3 percent) Areas. The 
distances between the highest and lowest percentages of 
Cooperation behavior are much greater than those between 
the highest and lowest percentages of On-Task behavior. 
One possible explanation of this distance is that children 
may work alone and be On-Task, but must have opportunities 
to engage in activities with other people to exhibit 
Cooperative behavior. Therefore, while On-Task opportun¬ 
ities exist in all activity/areas, Cooperation behavior 
opportunities exist only in those areas where children 
usually engage in activities with other people, such as 
the Fantasy and Blocks Areas. In those activity/areas, 
children often set goals for themselves or have problems 
to solve which require Cooperation behavior. They may 
need another child, for example, to play "baby" in the 
Fantasy Area, or to help balance an arch in the Blocks 
75 
Area. On the other hand, they are engaged in a somewhat 
more solitary preoccupation with materials in the Art Area, 
or with food in the Snack Area. In the Large Group Activity/ 
Area, children are commonly focused primarily on the teacher, 
despite the fact they are usually seated in a circle and 
engage in group discussion or other activities. 
The high percentage of Cooperation behavior in the 
Books Area may be related to children's inability to read. 
They may be looking at and discussing pictures with others 
and passing books back and forth. If they were capable of 
reading, it is more likely there would be lower percentages 
of Cooperation behavior in the Books Area because children 
would probably be reading silently to themselves. 
As with the On-Task behavior data, the Cooperation 
behavior data in Table 6 can be used for individual program 
improvement. The percentages of Cooperation behavior in 
the Fantasy Areas in the six programs vary widely, from 8 
percent in Program 6 to 78 percent in Program 3. Factors 
supporting Cooperation behavior may be similar to those 
which support On-Task behavior. Interactions with adults 
in each early childhood program environment, as well as in 
the specific activity/areas within the programs undoubtedly 
have an influence on the Cooperation behavior of the chil¬ 
dren. Mahler (1975) and Erikson (1963) speak of the 
importance of a secure attachment of a child to a loving 
adult for the development of empathy, flexibility, and 
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problem-solving ability. It is likely that early childhood 
program personnel who are friendly and helpful but not 
coercive will have the same positive effect on the develop¬ 
ment of children's Cooperation behavior as those of success¬ 
fully nurturing parents. It is assumed that preschool 
children may not understand moral or social principles 
which govern cooperative behavior (Honig, 1985), but they 
are able to imitate appropriate behavior (Hay and Rheingold, 
1983) and are beginning to perceive the need for control of 
non-cooperative behavior (Siegal and Rablin, 1982). It 
is important for children's optimum development to identify 
and encourage positive influences on children's cooperative 
behavior, and observations such as the use of the Behavior 
Checklist can aid the identification process. 
High percentages of Verbal behavior were found in the 
Fantasy (69 percent), Books (67 percent), and Outdoors (64 
percent) Activity/Areas. Low percentages of Verbal behavior 
were found in the Large Group (10 percent), Snack (34 per¬ 
cent) , and Art (40 percent) Activity/Areas. By definition, 
Verbal behavior includes Task Talk or Social Talk, or any 
conversation between children or with an adult in an 
activity which is not teacher-directed, but excludes 
Recitation Talk, or verbal responses to teachers in a 
directed setting. While it would not seem surprising, 
therefore, that opportunities for Task Talk and Social Talk 
are limited in the teacher-directed Large Group Activity/ 
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Area, it may be surprising that opportunities for spontan¬ 
eous Verbal behavior are limited in the Snack and Art Areas, 
where the most common teacher role in each area was found 
to be Directing. In the Outdoors Activity/Area, the most 
common teacher role was Observing, while in the other two 
activity/areas where there are high percentages of Verbal 
behavior, Fantasy and Books, the most common teacher role 
was Absent. The physical environment of the activity/areas 
may play an important part in influencing Verbal behavior, 
but data from this study points out a need to examine the 
effects of teacher role on Verbal behavior very closely. 
Many textbooks for teachers of young children, for 
example, Broman's (1982), include activities for aiding 
early childhood language development that begin with listen¬ 
ing and speaking experiences, followed by initial exper¬ 
iences with reading, and finally, writing, as if each 
succeeding language skill were founded on the adequate 
development of the previous mode. Consequently, if the 
four-year-olds in this study already have adequate listen¬ 
ing skills, according to accepted beliefs their programs 
should be providing many opportunities for Task Talk and 
Social Talk, or Verbal behavior, in order to lay the 
foundation for successful early reading experiences. Con¬ 
sequently, each program could do well to use such data as 
that generated in this study to look not only at the 
percentage of Verbal behavior in each activity/area (for 
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example, the percentage of Verbal behavior in the Fantasy 
Areas of Programs 5 and 6 is half that of the other pro¬ 
grams) , and the teacher role in each area, but also to 
examine the relative number of observations in each area. 
For example, over two-thirds of the observations in the 
Books Area record Verbal behavior, but ovservations in the 
Books Area represent only 1 percent of the total observa¬ 
tions in the study. Two of the six programs had no obser¬ 
vations recorded in the Books Area, despite the existence 
of such an area in the classrooms; a third program had only 
one observation in the Books Area. If a Books Area encour¬ 
ages Verbal behavior, and thus encourages language develop¬ 
ment, perhaps its use should be facilitated in early 
childhood programs. On the other hand, perhaps the use of 
activity/areas where Verbal behavior opportunities are 
limited, such as Large Group, should be curtailed. 
Turning to a consideration of Materials Use behavior, 
the highest percentages occurred in the Indoor Large 
Muscle (88 percent), Table Games (80 percent), Blocks (76 
percent), and Art (75 percent) Activity/Areas. These 
results are probably not surprising, because these areas 
are quite commonly equipped with materials for the use of 
young children in early childhood programs, while activity/ 
areas with low percentages of Materials Use behavior. 
Large Group (10 percent) and Open (19 percent), rarely 
provide materials for the use of young children. The 
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Snack Activity/Area, where the third-lowest percentage of 
Materials Use behavior occurred (54 percent) provides food 
for children to eat, and possibly to manipulate, but when 
children have snack as a whole group, as was common in 
this study, there is often a waiting period when food is 
being served or the tables cleaned when children have no 
access to materials. 
The opportunity for the manipulation of materials by 
young children is strongly urged by three child development 
theorists who supposedly have had great influence over 
today's early childhood programs: Montessori (1964), 
Dewey (1956), and Piaget (1952). It is surprising, there¬ 
fore, that children are observed using materials only 41 
percent of the time in these six programs. A follow-up 
study to find the theoretical justification, if any, for 
this practice would be valuable. Learning by doing and 
learning through the senses are such commonly held early 
childhood precepts that the data in this study are aston¬ 
ishing because children's lack of opportunities so clearly 
indicate a discrepancy between teachers' beliefs and 
practices. 
Consideration behavior is exhibited in 85 percent of 
all observations in the six programs in this study. The 
highest percentages occurred in the Snack (100 percent), 
Large Group (96 percent), Books (95 percent), and Blocks 
(92 percent) Areas. The lowest percentages of Consideration 
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behavior occurred in the Open (57 percent), Clean Up (63 
percent), and Indoor Large Muscle (74 percent) Activity/ 
Areas. 
Consideration behavior was recorded when children were 
observed Respecting Space (the physical space and/or mater¬ 
ials of other children), Taking Turns, or Helping Others. 
Most of the Consideration behavior (96 percent) was record¬ 
ed when children were Respecting Space. Less than 4 percent 
of the Consideration behavior was recorded when children 
were observed Helping Others or Taking Turns. Piagetian 
theory implies that children at the preoperational stage 
of development, as are those in this study, cannot under¬ 
stand the rationale or structures behind considerate social 
relationships. Observational studies of even very young 
children, such as those of Honig (1982) and Hay and Rhein- 
gold (1983), have, however, recorded behaviors of young 
children that imitate considerate adult behavior. Moreover, 
Siegal and Rablin (1982) have reported that a majority of 
children in their study (the children were the same age as 
those in this study) understood the need for adults to 
stop children's inconsiderate behavior. An interpretation 
of the data on Respecting Space, Taking Turns, and Helping 
Others that is consistent with both the observational 
studies cited and Piagetian theory is that while children 
are egocentric and not likely to be observed often Taking 
Turns or Helping Others, most of them usually recognize 
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the need to control inconsiderate impulses and can carry 
on their own activities without impinging on others' space 
or materials. The results of this study are also consistent 
with others using the Behavior Checklist (Day, Warner, & 
Logue-Blair, 1981; Day, Warner, Stetson & Blankenship, 
1982), where few instances of Taking Turns were noted, but 
children were usually observed to be Respecting Space. In 
the National Day Care Study, Respecting Space was not a 
child behavior variable, but instances of intruding, shar¬ 
ing, helping, and asking for a turn were few (Travers and 
Goodson, 1980). 
Consideration behavior percentages were highest in 
activity/areas where movement is commonly circumscribed. 
Children in the Large Group and Snack Activity/Areas are 
usually expected to remain seated in the space they selected 
or were assigned for the duration of the activity. Books 
Areas are generally small, and block constructions dominate 
the floor space of the Blocks Area, requiring children to 
move with care around the area to avoid intruding on 
another's space or materials. In areas where Consideration 
behavior percentages were lowest; Open, Clean Up, and 
Indoor Large Muscle, there is usually much movement around 
the area. It would appear that some of the movement is 
aimless in the Open and Clean Up Activity/Areas, as On- 
Task behavior percentages were low there. While On-Task 
behavior percentages in the Indoor Large Muscle Area were 
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high, a possible connection between opportunities for 
movement and Consideration behavior is worth exploring. 
Indeed, because most early childhood programs state as a 
goal for children their learning to get along with others, 
all conditions which appear to foster Consideration 
behavior deserve further study. 
Extreme Scores for Five Behaviors 
For further insight into the implications of these 
behaviors it is useful to look at those areas in which the 
percentages of behaviors are at least twenty percentage 
points higher or lower than the percentages for the entire 
sample, as illustrated in Table 10. 
Relatively high percentages of behaviors of interest 
occurred in the Fantasy, Books, and Blocks Activity/Areas. 
Cooperation and Verbal behaviors were high in the Fantasy 
and Books Activity/Areas, while Cooperation and Materials 
Use behaviors were high in the Blocks Area. Relatively 
high percentages of Verbal behavior also occurred in the 
Outdoors Area, and percentages of Materials Use behavior 
were relatively high in the Table Games, Indoor Large 
Muscle, and Art Activity/Areas. Relatively low percentages 
of behaviors of interest occurred in the Open and Large 
Group Activity/Areas. Relatively low percentages of On- 
Task, Materials Use, and Consideration behaviors occurred 
in the Open Activity/Area, while low percentages of Verbal 
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and Materials Use behaviors occurred in the Large Group 
Activity/Area. Consideration behavior percentages were 
relatively lower in the Clean Up Activity/Area than in 
the entire sample. 
Context Variables 
Table 11 was prepared to illustrate two context 
variables, Teacher Role and Group Size. The most common 
Teacher Role and Group Size is given for each area. 
From the data in Table 11, it appears that there may 
be some relationship between opportunities to exercise 
autonomy and the frequency of certain desired behaviors. 
In the Fantasy, Blocks, and Books Activity/Areas, the most 
common teacher roles was Absent. The most common teacher 
role for the Open Activity/Area, where low percentages of 
On-Task, Materials Use, and Consideration behaviors occurred, 
was also Absent. However, by definition, activities in the 
Open Activity/Area occur outside regularly scheduled activ¬ 
ities and outside areas where the environments themselves 
may provide some stimuli that foster behaviors of interest 
that do not occur in the Open Activity/Area. In the Large 
Group Activity/Area, where there were low percentages of 
Verbal and Materials Use behaviors, the most common teacher 
role was Directing. The areas where the behaviors of 
interest occur infrequently may lend themselves to the 
teacher role Directing because of some unidentified 
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characteristics of the activity/areas, or teachers whose 
most common role is Directing may for some reason guide 
children into those activity/areas where percentages of 
desired behaviors are low. There may be other reasons for 
the possible relationship between the teacher role Direct¬ 
ing and low percentages of behaviors of interest in certain 
activity/areas, but whatever the reason, the data from this 
study indicate that teachers may perhaps increase percent¬ 
ages of behaviors of interest by reducing the time they 
spend directing the children's activities, or by allowing 
children to spend more time in activity/areas where the 
most common teacher role is not Directing. For example, 
in this sample the percentage of observations completed in 
some areas in relation to the total number of observations 
are as follows: Fantasy, 8 percent; Books, 1 percent; 
Blocks, 4 percent; Open, 11 percent; Large Group, 35 per¬ 
cent. To increase percentages of the behaviors of interest 
in the programs in this sample, therefore, teachers should 
guide children into the Blocks, Books, and Fantasy Activity/ 
Areas, and reduce the time children spend in the Open and 
Large Group Activity/Areas. In addition, it might be 
possible to elicit more of the behaviors of interest in an 
activity/area such as Large Group by changing the format 
to allow genuine child-child discussion to encourage Verbal 
behavior, by providing materials to manipulate, thereby 
increasing Materials Use behavior, and by presenting 
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exercises or problems to solve in order to encourage 
Cooperative behavior. Presently, most Large Group activ¬ 
ities almost seem to be teacher performances, with the 
occasional exception of children's recitation. 
In summary, from an examination of the data presented 
in Tables 10 and 11, it would appear that it would be help¬ 
ful for an early childhood teacher to make observations of 
children's behavior and note the context of that behavior, 
in particular the teacher's role and the learning area or 
activity in which the behavior occurs, in order to deter¬ 
mine if the observed behavior is consistent with program 
goals. If the observed behavior is inconsistent with 
program goals, it is important to determine why it is 
inconsistent. For example, it appears that early child¬ 
hood practices, at least among the programs in this sample, 
are inconsistent with the developmental and educational 
theories of Piaget, Dewey, and Montessori, who are supposed 
to have so much influence on contemporary early childhood 
educational practices. This disparity should suggest the 
need for program evaluation and improvement. Similar 
observational studies in other programs could determine if 
this disparity between contemporary early childhood educa¬ 
tional practices and theory is widespread, and could 
contribute to increased professional awareness and program 
improvement on a larger scale. 
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Group Size: Hypothesis F 
To examine Hypothesis F, that there is no difference 
in patterns of group size in what was assumed to be high 
and low autonomy groups, Table 12 was prepared. According 
to Table 12, the most commonly observed group size for most 
of the supposedly high and low autonomy programs was Total 
Class, while group size "3-5" was the second most commonly 
observed group size for most programs. The exceptions were 
Program 4, where 40 percent of the observations occurred 
when the group size was "3-5," and 38 percent occurred when 
the group size was Total Class, and Program 5, where the 
second most commonly observed group size was "2." 
While there were differences in rank order for other 
group sizes between the supposedly high and low autonomy 
program types, and wide ranges of difference among programs 
within each autonomy group, the most outstanding character¬ 
istic of the data in Table 11 is that the two most commonly 
occurring group sizes for most of the programs in the 
sample are so similar. 
According to Table 11, the greatest divergence in 
group size patterns between the supposedly high and low 
autonomy programs is in group sizes "3-5" and "2" (10 and 
7 percentage points respectively), while the least diver¬ 
gence is in group sizes More than 5 and Alone, with 
differences of 0 and 1 percentage points. However, within 
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program types there is great divergence in both the Total 
Class and More than 5 group size patterns in "low autonomy" 
programs and in group size "3-5" in "high autonomy" programs. 
The least divergence within both types of program types is 
in group size "2." 
The divergence in group size "2" is of interest in 
light of the research of Sylva, et.al., which was discussed 
in Chapter II. Sylva, et. al. argue for the desirability 
of increasing the amount of dialogue between two children. 
They define dialogue as a minimum of three turns and an 
elaboration on contributions rather than a simple exchange 
in children's verbal behavior. In their study, Sylva, et. 
al. found little opportunity for dialogues between two 
children, and urged preschool teachers to arrange the 
program and materials to encourage such dialogues. An examin¬ 
ation of children's verbal behavior in high and low autonomy 
programs would be an interesting follow-up study. It would 
be of interest to discover how many dialogues occur in high 
and low autonomy programs, which group size and teacher role 
best facilitates dialogue, and in what context the most 
elaborate conversations occur. 
While children were observed in group size "2" more 
often in supposedly low autonomy programs than in supposed¬ 
ly high autonomy progams, with little variability within 
each program type, children in either type of program were 
observed most often in groups made up of more than five 
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children. Sums of percentages of observations which occur¬ 
red in the group sizes More than 5 and Total Class ranged 
from 51 to 62 percent of the total observations within each 
program. 
With reference to autonomy, in this study children's 
activities in groups larger than 5 were likely to be direct¬ 
ed by a teacher. In smaller groups, the teacher was more 
likely to be absent. The most common teacher role was 
Directing in 49 percent of the observations made when the 
observed group size was More than 5, and in 89 percent of 
the observations when the group size was Total Class. The 
most common teacher role was Absent in 64 percent of the 
observations made when the group size was Alone, in 70 per¬ 
cent of the group size "2" observations, and in 56 percent 
of the group size "3-5" observations. 
Looking back to Table 11, the most common group size 
is Total Class in the Large Group Activity/Area where there 
were low percentages of Verbal and Materials Use behavior, 
and in the Open Activity/Area, where there were low percent¬ 
ages of On-Task, Materials Use, and Consideration behavior. 
Group size "3-5" is the most common group size in the 
Blocks Area, where there were high percentages of Coopera¬ 
tion and Materials Use behavior, and in the Fantasy Area, 
where there were high percentages of Cooperation and Verbal 
behavior. 
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With the exception of the Books Area, where the most 
common group size was Total Class and where there were high 
percentages of Cooperation and Verbal behavior, it appears 
that high percentages of behaviors associated with child 
development seem to occur in small groups and low percent¬ 
ages of these behaviors seem to occur in large groups. 
This finding is consistent with the research results of 
the National Day Care Study (Travers and Goodson), which 
related group size to child gains. Smaller group sizes 
were said to have a more positive impact on measures of 
child development than presumably faborable changes in 
child/staff ratio. 
The implications of the data in Table 11 for the early 
childhood teacher include the possibility that the provision 
of more opportunities to work alone or in small groups may 
lead to higher percentages of On-Task, Cooperation, Verbal, 
Materials Use, and Consideration behaviors, and the possi¬ 
bility that reliance on placing children in large groups 
may lead to lower percentages of those behaviors. From the 
data in this study it appears that children were spending 
most of their time in large groups. If this practice is 
common to other programs, early childhood professionals 
need to begin comparing observational data with program 
goals, and evaluate discrepancies. 
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Teacher Roles: Hypothesis G 
In order to examine Hypothesis G, that there are no 
differences in the rank order of expected and observed 
teacher roles in high and low autonomy programs, Table 13 
was prepared. 
According to the data presented in Table 13, the rank 
order correlations in the supposedly low autonomy programs 
ranged from -.60 to .80, and in supposedly high autonomy 
progams from 0 to -.80. While these correlations are not 
significant because of the small number of items, it would 
appear that teachers in the "low autonomy" programs tended 
to perceive teacher role patterns somewhat more accurately. 
However, except for Program 5, all programs had a negative 
or zero rank order correlation. These results are similar 
to those in Berk's study, where rank order correlations of 
expected and observed teacher leadership patterns ranged 
from -.80 to .80. 
The discrepancy between expected and observed teacher 
roles in all programs except Program 5 is a problem which 
could be caused by the interpretation of the research 
question posed to the teachers, by the teachers' misper¬ 
ception of their behavior in the classroom, or by other 
factors. Teachers were given a list of the codes used in 
observing teacher roles and asked to rank the order in 
which they expected the roles to occur in their classrrom. 
It is possible that teachers were not sure whether to rank 
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teacher roles as they expected them to occur, how they would 
them to occur, or how they believed they should occur. 
It is also possible the teachers were not able to assess 
their classroom behaviors accurately. 
Research results, which included rank order correla¬ 
tions of expected and observed teacher roles, were sent to 
the teachers in October, 1983. Although they had been 
invited to respond, none did so. Follow-up interviews were 
conducted in April, 1984, and provided some insights into 
the problem of explaining the discrepancy between expected 
and observed teacher behavior. 
Head teachers or directors of five programs with zero 
or negative correlations between expected and observed 
teacher roles were interviewed. Four of the five teachers 
believed that differing definitions of teacher roles were 
responsible for the discrepancies. One teacher believed 
Absent meant that the teacher was out of the classroom, 
rather than absent from the observed child's activity, and 
that Observing meant watching the whole class, not neces¬ 
sarily focusing on the child being observed in the study. 
Teachers had been provided with written definitions of 
teacher roles at the beginning of the study and it had 
been assumed they were familiar with the definitions. 
Apparently they were not. Any future studies similar to 
this work should include processes for assessing the 
teachers' understanding of definitions used in the study, 
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and for reviewing the definitions prior to asking the 
teachers to use the definitions in a task. 
Two teachers reported that the study took place at a 
very busy time of year for them, and that they had not given 
much thought to the ranking task. Future studies might be 
scheduled in consultation with the teachers, so as to avoid 
seasonal distractions. One teacher said she had trouble 
being objective about ranking teacher roles, while another 
planned to use the data in a training session designed to 
help her staff become more aware of their behavior in the 
classroom. Ranking the expected order of teacher roles 
does require objectivity, and in the course of their work 
few early childhood teachers are asked to make an unbiased 
examination of their role in the classroom and obtain 
observational data about their own behavior. Studies such 
as these can make teachers conscious of their behavior and 
can provide data about children's behaviors associated with 
particular teacher roles in a given setting. Teachers may 
then use the information to select roles that are consistent 
with their program goals for children. 
The most striking feature about the data in Table 13 
is the fact that the observed rank order of teacher roles 
is identical with one exception. In Program 3, the second 
and third most commonly observed teacher roles are the 
reverse of those found in all other programs. In order to 
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understand teacher role patterns common to the programs in 
this study. Table 14 was prepared. 
According to Table 14, the most commonly observed 
teacher role in all six programs was Directing, which 
accounted for 44 to 56 percent of the total observations in 
each program. Teachers were least likely to be observed 
Participating in the six programs. Participating accounted 
for only 1 to 9 percent of the total observations in each 
program. Absent was the second most commonly observed 
teacher role in all programs except Program 3; Absent was 
recorded in 20 to 42 percent of the total observations in 
each program. Observing was recorded in 7 to 25 percent 
of the total observations in each program. 
The fact that the most common teacher role in all six 
programs is Directing (despite the variability in percent¬ 
ages of total observations in each program) is inconsistent 
with early childhood development and early childhood educa¬ 
tion theories that stress the need for children to explore 
materials and social relationships at their own pace and 
according to each individual's developmental needs and 
abilities. On the other hand, perhaps the characteristics 
of young children in groups require the teacher to be 
directive in order to ensure the safety of the children 
and to maintain a secure, predictable, orderly atmosphere 
for them. 
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The fact that Absent was the second most commonly 
observed teacher role in five of the six programs should 
not imply that teachers were neglectful of the children 
or unaware of what they are doing. it is logistically 
impossible to be present in every child's activity when 
several activities are under way simultaneously. Most 
early childhood educators and child development specialists 
would find the low frequency of the teacher behaviors 
Observing or Participating, disturbing, however. Observa¬ 
tions of children are invaluable for facilitating a child's 
development. It is unlikely that a teacher can provide 
optimally appropriate developmental experiences for a 
child without making regular, thorough observations of his/ 
her behavior in the classroom environment. Participation 
in children's activities can extend a child's language and 
cognitive development, and can provide positive models for 
appropriate social and emotional development. If teachers 
are either Directing or Absent much of the time they are 
therefore not Observing or Participating. If Observing 
and Participating are valuable teacher roles for facilita¬ 
ting child development, early childhood teachers may want 
to see them occurring more frequently in observational 
data obtained in their classrooms. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to examine early child¬ 
hood programs which had been designated high or low 
autonomy according to the number of opportunities children 
in the programs had to choose their own activities; to 
determine if there were differences in high and low auton¬ 
omy programs for five generic categories of children's 
behavior: On-Task, Cooperation, Verbal, Materials Use, 
and Consideration; to see if there were differences in 
patterns of group size in high and low autonomy programs, 
and to determine if there were differences in the rank 
order of expected and observed teacher roles in high and 
low autonomy programs. 
The programs observed were located in six suburban 
communities in Western Massachusetts. Each program was a 
nursery school which met Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays 
from 9:00 to 11:30 A.M. in a church building. The subjects 
were four years old, and most were white, middle class and 
middle income, with two parents in the home. 
The children were observed during May and June, 1983. 
Observations were scheduled over the entire program day, 
using The Behavior Checklist of Child-Environment Inter¬ 
action (Day, 1982). Each child for whom data were analyzed 
was observed at least four times. Environmental data 
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recorded during observations included activity/area, group 
size, and teacher role. Following the observations, teachers 
were asked to rank teacher roles in the order they expected 
them to have occurred in the classroom. 
There were no significant differences between high and 
low autonomy programs for any of the five behaviors of 
interest. In a secondary analysis of the data it was deter¬ 
mined that the child behaviors Teacher Directed Cooperation 
and Recitation Talk were quite similar in supposedly high 
and low autonomy programs. Similarly, there was also little 
difference between high and low autonomy programs on the 
context variables teacher role = Directing, and Teacher 
Choice to Enter Activity. It was concluded that the desig¬ 
nations high or low autonomy were inaccurate. Several 
observations to verify conclusions about autonomy should 
have been made prior to the study, rather than basing a 
designation high or low autonomy on an examination of a 
program's statement of purpose and daily schedule, an in¬ 
formal interview with the director or head teacher, and a 
completion of a teacher-structure checklist after one 
observation of a free-play period. 
There were characteristics of the data that had 
implications for the questions asked in the study, however. 
In each activity/area, for example, the percent of obser¬ 
vations in which the behaviors of interest occurred was 
The Books and Fantasy Areas had high percentages of noted. 
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Cooperation and Verbal behavior, while the Blocks Area had 
high percentages of Cooperation and Materials Use behavior. 
On the other hand, the Open Activity/Area had low percent¬ 
ages of On-Task, Materials Use, and Consideration behavior, 
and the Large Group Activity/Area had low percentages of 
Verbal and Materials Use behavior. From these findings 
one might conclude that the areas where children's behavior 
indicates development are the Blocks, Fantasy, and Books 
Activity/Areas, and that children's behavior in the Open 
and Large Group Activity/Areas indicates little development 
is occurring there. However, most of the observations were 
made in the areas where low percentages of behaviors of 
interest occurred, and relatively few were made in areas 
where high percentages of the behaviors of interest recorded. 
With respect to autonomy, it was noted that the most 
common teacher role in areas where percentages of behaviors 
of interest were high was Absent; in areas where percentages 
of behaviors of interest were low, the most common teacher 
role was Directing. 
In looking at patterns of group size, between 51 and 
62 percent of the total observations in each program were 
made in groups larger than five. The most common group 
size in the Open and Large Group Activity/Areas, where 
there were low percentages of the behaviors of interest, 
was Total Class. Total Class was also the most common 
group size in the Books Area, where there were high 
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percentages of Cooperation and Verbal behavior, but group 
size 3-5' was the most common group size in the Blocks 
Activity/Area, where there were high percentages of Cooper¬ 
ation and Materials Use behavior, and in the Fantasy 
Activity/Area, where there were high percentages of Cooper¬ 
ation and Verbal behavior. 
When teacher-predicted rank orders of teacher roles 
were compared with observed rank orders, there was a high 
degree of correlation (which was not significant) in only 
one program. With one exception, the rank order of observed 
teacher roles was the same for each program. The second 
and third most common teacher roles in one program were 
the reverse of those in the other five. The most common 
teacher role in all six programs was Directing; teachers 
were observed Directing in 44 to 56 percent of the total 
observations in each program. Teachers were least likely 
to be observed Participating; the observed percentages of 
Participating ranged from 1 to 9 percent. Except for one 
program, Absent was the second most common teacher role; 
the teacher role Absent was observed in 20 to 42 percent 
of the total observations in each program. The teacher 
role Observing was recorded in 7 to 25 percent of the 
total observations in each program. 
The overall picture of these six programs is that 
children were observed most often in large groups, in 
situations where the teacher was either directing or absent, 
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and in activity/areas where few of the behaviors assumed to 
indicate development were commonly observed. The author's 
initial impression of the programs was that they differed 
in the amount of autonomy children were permitted. In 
reality, while there were variations in children's behavior 
within and across the programs, the amount of autonomy 
children were granted in the programs was very similar. 
The implications of these results for the six programs 
include the following possibilities: to increase the occur¬ 
rence of behaviors of interest, teachers should decrease the 
amount of time they spend directing, decrease the amount of 
time the children are in groups larger than five, decrease 
the amount of time children spend in areas associated with 
low percentages of behaviors of interest (Open and Large 
Group), increase the amount of time children spend in areas 
associated with high percentages of behaviors of interest 
(Blocks, Fantasy, Books), or make changes in the opportun¬ 
ities for autonomy provided in areas where the percentages 
of behaviors of interest are low. For example, children's 
participation in Large Group could be increased while the 
teacher's was decreased. Teachers in five of the six 
programs may want to spend more time considering the dis¬ 
parity between the expected and observed rank order of 
teacher roles and examine the rank order of observed 
teacher roles in relation to their program goals. Since 
Soar and Soar (1972) and Miller and Dyer (1975) reported 
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that teachers tend to be more directive in programs lacking 
a clear curriculum model, and the most commonly observed 
teacher role in all six programs was Directing, it would 
probably be valuable for teachers of programs observed in 
this study to reflect on the possibility that they may need 
to articulate more clearly the curriculum model for their 
programs, in order to provide more autonomy for children 
and thereby facilitate their development. 
Implications for early childhood programs beyond the 
six programs observed in this study include the possibility 
that naturalistic observations of children's behavior in 
the preschool settings might be made and studied in relation 
to a program's goals for children's behavior. Teachers can 
choose to use observational data in making decisions about 
program elements such as daily schedules (amounts of time 
children spend in each area or activity), the teacher's 
role in children's activities, and the size of children's 
activity groups. 
Several recommendations for further study may be made. 
First of all, more valid measurements for high and low 
autonomy designations, based on observations over time, 
should be devised. Secondly, a larger sample including 
early childhood program types such as day care centers or 
Head Start programs and wider age ranges would be selected 
if this study were to be replicated by the author. 
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Observers in this study attempted to identify whether 
a teacher, the environment, or the child's own choice in- 
flusncsd a subject's entry into an activity. Because of 
the difficulty observers sometimes had in locating a child 
scheduled for observation, it was often impossible to deter¬ 
mine the circumstances in which activity entry was made. 
Rosenthal (1973) solved this problem by using videotaped 
observations which could be reversed. There may be other 
possible solutions to this problem, such as having teams of 
observers, one recording activity entry behavior and the 
other performing scheduled child behavior-environment obser¬ 
vations. Factors affecting entry into an activity must be 
identified for research on children's autonomous behavior 
to be meaningful. 
Another possibility for further research would be to 
explore the possibility for using a personality assessment 
instrument to determine a child's perception of the locus 
of control in a situation, and compare the results with 
the child's observed behavior in that setting. Stallings 
(1975) used the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility 
Scale with third graders in her study, but it may be 
possible to develop or adapt an instrument to use with 
preschool children. Rotter (1966) proposed several 
hypotheses that would have implications for the work of 
early childhood educators. He suggested that it would be 
valuable to know if people who perceived the locus of 
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control to be internal were more alert to helpful environ¬ 
mental clues, were more likely to take steps to improve 
their environmental conditions, placed a greater value on 
their skills and achievements, and were more likely to 
resist subtle attempts to influence their behavior than 
people who perceived the locus of control to be external. 
Rotter's hypotheses are very relevant to concerns about 
children's autonomy and moral development raised by Kamii 
(1984). According to Kamii, children cannot be expected 
to become morally responsible adults unless they begin to 
make some appropriate moral choices at an early age. 
This study, along with that of Sylva, Roy, and Painter 
(1980) , suggests the possibility for research into children's 
language use in various sizes of activity groups. Recording 
the length and sequence of children's utterances in various 
settings, in particular in relation to group size, might 
lead to some conclusions about settings which best facili¬ 
tate children's language development. 
Stallings (1973, 1975) and Stallings, Baker, and 
Steinmetz (1972) have investigated the relationship between 
children's opportunities to ask questions and measures of 
their development. It would be interesting to look for 
relationships between settings that encourage children's 
autonomy, children's question asking opportunities, and 
measures of children's development. 
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It would also be interesting to use The Behavior 
Checklist and other measures in another study to determine 
optimum amounts of children's autonomy for specific types 
of learning, such as abstract or concrete tasks. Soar and 
Soar (1972) and Soar (1968) have suggested dimensions from 
factor analysis of observations which would be useful in 
such a follow-up study. 
Working with the observational data generated by this 
study has been a fascinating and satisfying process. 
Goodwin and Driscoll (1980) report that measuring children's 
behavior by observation "...tends to preserve the richness 
and elaborateness of children's behavior. Perhaps for this 
very reason, it also matches well the inclinations and 
preferences of most early childhood educators" (p. 143) . 
Therefore, it is possible that the conclusions of this 
observational study of children's behavior may be well 
received by early childhood practitioners. 
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SELECTION OF PROGRAMS 
Between February 1 and March 15, 1983 34 day care 
centers and nursery schools were selected (with replace¬ 
ment) from a list supplied by the State of Massachusetts 
Office for Children, using a table of random numbers. 
Telephone surveys of all 34 centers were completed to 
obtain information about staff—child ratios, group sizes, 
ages of children enrolled, and the days and hours children 
attended. Six site visits were made. 
It was impossible to find a sample among the 34 pro¬ 
grams because none had similar patterns of attendance. 
Some day care centers, for example, enrolled children for 
a full day five days a week, while others permitted enroll¬ 
ment two to five full days a week or for part of a day. 
In some programs, nursery school children attending two to 
three hours a day were enrolled in the same classroom with 
children who attended a full day. In many day care centers, 
combinations of children in each classroom were different 
each day because of flexible enrollment policies. For this 
reason, day care centers were eliminated from the study. 
From March 15 to April 15, 1983, telephone calls were 
made to 36 nursery schools selected from the list (with 
replacement) using a random numbers table. Information 
obtained from the calls included staff-child ratios, group 
sizes, ages of children enrolled, and days and hours 
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children attended. In late April, 1983, nine programs had 
been selected among the 36 which had similar characteris¬ 
tics: 2^-hour sessions three mornings a week for children 
aged 4 by December 31, 1982. Staff-child ratios ranged 
from 1:8 to 1:11. Group sizes ranged from 17-24, after one 
program was eliminated because the group size was 31. 
Another program was eliminated because the children would 
be on field trips on many of the days the observations were 
to be scheduled. 
Site visits were made to the remaining seven programs. 
After observations of a free play period were made, Web¬ 
ster's Teacher Structure Checklist (1974) was completed, 
and daily schedules and statements of program philosophy 
were obtained for each program. Following an analysis of 
this information, three programs were designated low auton¬ 
omy and four were designated high autonomy programs. Three 
high autonomy programs were then selected for the study 
(with replacement) using a random numbers table. 
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TEACHER STRUCTURE CHECKLIST DATA 
The Teacher Structure Checklist developed by Patricia 
Rowe Webster (1974) is made up of 25 yes-no statements used 
to assess a nursery school teacher's structure as it relates 
to teacher control or direction. Some items are said to be 
statements that characterize low structure teachers; others 
characterize high structure teachers. In this study, there 
would be an expected relationship between low structure 
teachers and high autonomy programs, and between high 
structure teachers and low autonomy programs. 
Before gathering data for this study, the author com¬ 
pleted the Teacher Structure Checklist for each program. 
After the data was gathered, each observer completed a 
Teacher Structure Checklist for the two programs they 
observed. The name of the instrument was omitted from the 
checklists given to the observers who were not aware which 
program was high autonomy and which program was low auton¬ 
omy. Ratings for each program are listed below. Only 
11 y0s" responses were tabulated; therefore, totals do not 
equal 25. 
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Pre-Observation Ratings 
"Low Autonomy" Programs High Structure Low Structure 
1 
3 
5 
"High Autonomy" Programs 
2 
4 
6 
8 
8 
8 
1 
1 
1 
5 
5 
5 
11 
12 
12 
Post-Observation Ratings 
"Low Autonomy" 
Programs 
High 
Structure 
Somewhat 
High 
Structure 
Somewhat 
Low 
Structure 
Low 
Structure 
1 8 0 
3 2 8 
5 7 3 
"High Autonomy" 
Programs 
2 4 0 
4 19 
6 4 3 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 
4 
2 
5 
3 
6 
6 
5 
These scores illustrate (a) the basis on which the 
programs were categorized into high and low structure and 
(b) the ambiguous relationship between the scores before 
and after the study. Before the observations for this 
study were begun, more high structure items were selected 
for Programs 1, 3, and 5, which had been designated low 
autonomy programs, and more low structure items were 
selected for Programs 2, 4, and 6, which were designated 
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high autonomy programs. While these differences persisted 
when the checklist was completed by the observers after 
the observations for the study were completed, the observers 
qualified their responses and stated "To a degree" in many 
cases, for particular items. The first item on the check¬ 
list, for example, is "Children move freely about the 
playroom and playground," a low structure item. The state¬ 
ment characterized the free play situation in all six pro¬ 
grams in the study, but the proportion of free play to 
teacher directed activities differed among the programs. 
While children were observed moving freely in the environ¬ 
ment during free play, in all programs they were sitting 
still in large groups listening to a teacher much of the 
time. When the qualified selections ("To a degree") are 
added to the other high and low item selections in each 
program, the differences between programs designated high 
or low autonomy are less pronounced. A copy of the Teacher 
Structure Checklist is included below. 
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Teacher Structure Checklist 
Nursery School Teacher Structure as it Relates to 
Teacher Control or Direction 
Yes No 
_ _ 1* Children move freely about the playroom and 
playground. 
_ _ 2. Children select and use materials without adult 
interference. 
_ _ 3. All children usually engage in the same activity 
at the same time. 
_ _ 4. Children are expected to join and remain with a 
group activity which is directed by the teacher. 
_ _ 5. Children's activities are interrupted when the 
clock says it is time for the next scheduled 
activity. 
_ _ 6. Children may spend as much time as they choose 
to complete their work or their play. 
_ _ 7. Group activities are encouraged more than 
individual activities. 
_ _ 8. Loud and boisterous play is prohibited at all 
times. 
9. Sharing materials and equipment is required by 
the teacher regardless of the child, situation 
or activity. 
10. Materials and equipment are always put away 
by the children following their use of them. 
11. The teacher often sits near an activity with¬ 
out entering into it, indirectly encouraging 
and facilitating play. 
12. Adults talk and listen to a child on a face 
to face level. 
13. When children speak, offer ideas, contribute 
suggestions, share an experience, etc., adults 
listen to them. 
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14. The teacher and other adults tell children 
what to do. 
15. The physical environment, with its clearly 
defined centers of interest, tells children 
what they may do. 
16. Children are required to walk in line when 
moving from place to place. 
17. Children speak only when given permission. 
18. The teacher positively acknowledges children's 
contributions whether they are ideas, sugges¬ 
tions, experiences or actions. 
19. Children wait for teacher instructions and 
patterns before constructing their own products. 
20. The teacher and other adults speak to children 
in positive language. 
21. Children's requests, desires or wishes often 
are ignored. 
22. The teacher and other adults freely give praise 
to children for each child's efforts. 
23. Children initiate ideas and plans for work and 
play, and adults are available to help the 
children carry them out. 
24. The schedule of the day's events or plans is 
rigidly adhered to. 
25. Materials and equipment for the children's 
use are where children can see them and where 
children can help themselves to them. 
(High structure items: 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 17, 
19, 21, 24) 
(Low structure items: 1, 2, 6, 11, 12, 13, 18, 20, 22, 23, 
25) 
There was no agreement among judges on item 15. Patricia 
Rowe Webster included it among low structure items for 
training purposes. 
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PROGRAM GOAL STATEMENTS 
Each head teacher or director for each of the six 
nursery schools was asked for a copy of the program's 
handbook or brochure in order to determine the program's 
philosophy, including goals for the children. Summaries 
of these statements follow. 
Low Autonomy Programs 
The purpose of Program 1 is to teach basic concepts 
of the Judaeo-Christian faith and to provide opportunities 
for children to learn prepublic school concepts and to 
experience social interaction. Program 3's statement 
describes activities for the children and parents. The 
goal aspect of the statement refers to an attempt to meet 
each child's individual needs (social, emotional, intellect¬ 
ual, and physical). Program 5's purpose is to provide a 
safe, supportive environment for children away from home 
for the first time and to promote emotional, social, 
physical, and intellectual growth. 
High Autonomy Programs 
The purpose of Program 2 is to strengthen and facili 
tate each child's individual development. The program also 
seeks to encourage children to become self-sufficient and 
acquire individual freedom and responsibility. Programs 4 
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and 6 encourage independence, creativity, and flexibility, 
and attempt to expose children to a rich background of 
general information based on first hand experience, and to 
foster a desire to learn. 
The goal statements of the three high autonomy programs 
contain more references to self-direction than those of the 
three low autonomy programs. 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR CHILD CHOICE ACTIVITIES 
The daily schedules of the six programs were examined 
to determine the number of minutes children were allowed 
to choose activities each day, during free play and out- 
door large motor play. The times are listed below. 
II Low Autonomy" "High Autonomy" 
Programs Programs 
Opportunities 1 3 5 2 4 6 
for Child Choice 
Free Play 30 30 30 75 40 40 
Outdoor Large 
Muscle 15 15 30 0 30 30 
Total 45 45 60 75 70 70 
Average 50 71 
Since each program's schedule contained 150 minutes a 
day, when child choice activities are subtracted, teacher 
choice activities in low autonomy programs averaged 100 
minutes a day and 78.3 minutes a day in high autonomy 
programs. 
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PROGRAM 1 
Time 
Date 
*Child Identification Number 
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PROGRAM 2 
Time 
9-9:30 9:30-10 10-10:30 10:30-11 11-11:30 
5/11 
3* 
1 
12 
22 
18 
19 
24 
14 
2 
8 
6 
9 
11 
15 
23 
13 
15 
23 
4 
6 
4 
7 
5 
15 
16 
17 8 18 2 20 
24 5 22 11 22 
5/13 19 10 21 1 23 
2 20 7 18 1 
6 13 11 16 2 
8 21 10 19 9 
5 17 9 13 5 
5/18 4 15 4 21 12 
21 11 14 1 14 
20 7 22 3 16 
24 5 24 10 21 
20 11 13 7 15 
5/20 18 3 14 8 16 
6 23 10 22 12 
9 16 3 13 6 
12 19 4 17 10 
9 23 2 20 9 
5/23 10 24 1 14 10 
18 3 17 12 17 
17 7 19 8 14 
♦Child Identification Number 
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PROGRAM 3 
Time 
9-9:30 9:30-10 10-10:30 10:30-11 11-11:30 
10 20 5 13 8 
3 14 10 15 3 
5/9 5 7 12 8 4 
21 5 13 9 17 
19 6 15 7 22 
17 4 21 9 20 
5/11 18 12 22 6 17 
+ 2 2 12 4 3 
5/18 9 20 1 16 10 
1 22 5 13 8 
Date 15 1 15 11 14 
22 10 16 1 16 
5/13 4 9 11 2 6 
6 20 7 19 11 
3 18 8 18 12 
4 16 6 18 2 
5 21 3 14 11 
5/16 7 12 11 10 16 
21 7 19 1 21 
20 8 13 9 18 
14 19 1 5 14 
19 17 6 4 17 
5/25 17 22 11 5 5 
2 15 18 20 6 
13 14 20 17 4 
*Child Identification Number 
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PROGRAM 4 
Time 
Date 
9-9:30 9:30-10 10-10:30 10:30-11 11-11:30 
6 22 4 19 2 
11 20 13 17 9 
5/20 8 12 2 8 1 
21 9 21 1 19 
19 3 23 6 16 
15 13 14 5 15 
16 10 20 2 23 
5/27 7 11 4 3 13 
5 22 7 16 4 
11 14 10 19 10 
11 3 20 6 19 
10 1 18 1 14 
6/3 12 13 11 12 9 
22 18 8 15 3 
14 17 7 17 6 
5 15 2 23 8 
9 16 4 20 5 
6/6 7 5 2 7 6 
23 10 14 3 18 
21 1 22 12 17 
18 12 15 1 6 
17 8 18 22 20 
6/8 9 20 16 6 4 
4 22 21 11 5 
13 21 23 18 23 
* Child Identification Number 
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PROGRAM 5 
Time 
Date 
5/11 
5/12 
5/18 
5/24 
9-9:30 
o
 
i—i
 
i
 
o
 
ro
 10-10:30 10:30-11 11-11:30 
17 8 7 12 6 
16 16 5 10 3 
14 11 16 9 11 
6 1 12 5 9 
7 5 17 7 8 
14 1 13 1 9 
15 7 9 6 14 
17 12 15 11 10 
6 15 2 15 4 
2 13 1 10 3 
5 16 2 15 6 
7 13 4 8 4 
13 9 8 13 12 
17 4 10 1 16 
10 3 12 3 14 
17 2 2 7 8 
11 4 1 2 15 
14 11 10 9 16 
2 8 9 17 5 
3 5 7 14 3 
*Child Identification Number 
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PROGRAM 6 
Time 
*Child Identification Number 
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ACTIVITY/AREAS 
Names 
Open Activity 
Clean Up 
Fantasy Play Area 
Table Games Area 
Blocks 
Book Area 
Art Area 
Large Group Area 
Snack Area 
Outdoors Area 
Indoor Large Muscle Area 
Science Area 
Easel 
Water Table 
Sand Table 
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Program 1 
Trjdoor Lonje Muscle, Area. Isura^t Group Area- 
Door 
Table Ground Area- 
Art Area- 
Snacks Area- 
FanUscj PlcujA^0- 
Boo fc Area- 
X)oor- 
iar^e Group fArto^ 
J)oor 
EaseTs Blocks Area- 
5caie-: o. i?5 in. = / pH 12-fe^ S^ . Pf 
Program 
Fanhxicj Plaij Area- Ind«*r Itxr^i Muscle Anra 
J>oor 
1 I 
D***' 
I I 1 1 
Sand T0J0I & 
1 1 
Book 
Area. 
Science 
Anta 
[jury*. &roof) hct-O- \JoJrtrTab\c 
Srvack Ano- 
"jable 6am*iA^ 
Arts 
Easels 
Blocks Anta 
Ooor- 
_1—1- 
O. I?5 fn • - 
700 pf. 
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Program 3 
Foofasy F)a,tj Area- 
D o«r 
1 1 
Do*r 
"TaWt Grounds Are <3- 
Do«r 
1 1 
Blocks f\rta- 
poor 
1 1 
5a onee Are.o- 
RjoJcs Area- 
AH' Argo- 
SnacJe Am*- 
Door 
—H- 
j. nrae. GrfCOp Arta- 
Sco-le: 0.125" in. - I ff. 720 a&. Ff-. 
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ram 4 
BlocKs Area- 
Book. Area 
Science Area_ 
Lareje Group f\rto~ 
Ar+flmci 
Fanfastj Fla^ Area- 
lalole Games Area 
Tail 16 Gwnes Anta_ 
Scfenct Area- D—'- 
Door 
Scale.- O-lffG in.= iff. 
ioy+ s^. -P+-. 
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Procyram 5~ 
Door' 
Easel 
Sand Taiilc. 
0°<>r 
Science- 
Table Gamrs A •'*4 j\rvK- 
5rv»_cfc Are©- 
Ar+ Art/*- 
Door 
'Books 
fcru>- 
Groof P\rto~ 
Par\Us<j PUy f\rz&- 
D**r 
V-*' 
3locfcs A»ta. 
^)oor^ 
___J-1- 
Scale- O.iS5*iVi. =■ l'f+* 
^7Z- 6^- fh 
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fl roo^rojnr^ Lo 
'Door' 
3°°K Areo- 
Door 
Science Arn>- 
'Totle frames Area. Table. Games Areo- 
/\rf Arep- 
5nacfc. A reo- 
Lanjt &raf ^reA" 
*rt ***- &*< 
Doo< 
Door' 
.ftlodcs AreP- DrarmilC Pldxj 
f\rzo. 
SoJe- 0135- in. - if’*'- 
m s^-fr- 
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PERMISSION LETTER TO PARENTS 
May, 1983 
Dear Parent(s), 
I am a graduate student in Early Childhood Education at 
the University of Massachusetts in Amherst. As part of my 
doctoral dissertation research I would like to observe 
children in your child's program as they go about the usual 
activities of their day. These observations can help us 
understand what situations are most helpful for children's 
development. I will be sharing my observations with you 
and the staff of your child's program. 
Since the observations will not interfere with the 
daily program in any way except that the children will be 
curious when I first begin to observe, there should be no 
discomfort or risk to your child at any time. Your child's 
name will not be used in any written reports after I make 
my observations. 
Please feel free to call me to ask questions. If at 
any time you decide to withdraw your permission, you are 
free to do so. Your child will not be singled out in any 
way if you do. 
Sincerely, 
Jan Stetson 
HS/ABS Hills South 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01003 
Telephone: 
Home: (413) 534-5272 
Office: (413) 545-2085 
I give Jan Stetson permission to observe classroom activ 
ities in which my child(ren) 
will be present. Child(ren)'s name(s) 
Parent’s signature 
Date 
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REPORTING DATA TO TEACHERS 
80 Pearl Street 
South Hadley, MA 01075 
October 24, 1983 
Dear , 
I am really very sorry to be so late in sharing my 
research results with you. After five years in graduate 
school I had forgotten how exhausting full-time day care 
administration can be. Up to now my family received the 
benefit of any spare energy, but I am beginning to feel 
better organized and ready to get back to work on my 
dissertation. 
To review my research at your nursery school, an 
observer came four or five days and observed each child 
several times. Observations were scheduled to cover the 
entire period class was in session. Each time a child was 
observed, teacher role, group size, the area the child was 
in and the behavior(s) of the child were recorded. You 
might want to look at "The Behavior Checklist Data Sheet" 
to refresh your memory of these variables. We also tried 
to determine if the child's activity was the child's 
choice, the teacher's choice, or if the choice was limited 
by environmental factors: e.g., not enough room at an 
easel. 
Before the data was processed in the computer, I 
counted the observations completed for each child, and 
eliminated all the observations for a child who was absent 
for two or more observations. The children included were 
observed an equal number of times. 
I am enclosing computer printouts or summaries which 
I hope will be useful to you. Please consider the data in 
relation to your program goals and expectations for chil¬ 
dren's behavior at your center. Call me if you have 
questions, and I'll be happy to arrange a time we can 
discuss them. I'm at Holyoke Day Nursery, 538-8419, from 
8:30 to 5:30, and can be reached at home at 534-5272 in 
the evening. 
I enjoyed working with you, and with your teachers and 
children. After I get farther along with my dissertation 
I will send you a summary of my overall research results. 
Sincerely, 
Jan Stetson 
Enclosures: Computer print-out 
ID numbers and names 
Teacher role and group size report 
Interpreting the print-out directions 
Behavior Checklist Data Sheet 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
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ID NUMBERS AREA ID NUMBERS 
1 Open Activity 
2 Clean Up 
3 Fantasy Plan Area 
4 Table Games Area 
5 Blocks 
6 Book Area 
7 Art Area 
8 Large Group Area 
9 Snack Area 
10 Outdoors Area 
11 Indoor Large Muscle 
12 Science Area 
13 Easel 
14 Water Table 
15 Sand Table 
GROUP COMPOSITION CODES 
1 Child Choice 
2 Environmental Restriction 
3 Teacher Choice 
4 No evidence 
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PROGRAM NAME PROGRAM NUMBER 
OBSERVED TEACHER ROLE 
Absent 
Observing 
Participating 
Directing 
EXPECTED TEACHER ROLE 
Absent 
Observing 
Participating 
Directing 
GROUP SIZE 
Alone 
2 
3-5 
More than 5 
Total Class 
GROUP COMPOSITION 
Child's Choice 
Environmental Restriction 
Teacher Choice 
No Evidence 
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INTERPRETING THE PRINTOUT 
To use the behavior by area matrix, you might want to 
look at a particular behavior such as R 13, On-Task, or at 
a particular area, such as 5, Blocks. To find R 13, On- 
Task, look down the column on the left. When you find R 13, 
look across the matrix to see how much On-Task behavior 
occurs in each area. To find 5, Blocks, look across the 
top row for 5, then look down the column to see how fre¬ 
quently each behavior occurs in the block area. 
For example, find the intersection of R 13 and 5. 
There are three numbers in the box: 
The top number, _, is the number of times the behavior 
On-Task was observed in the block area. The bottom number, 
_, is the total number of observations in the block 
area. The middle number, _, is the percent of _ 
observations that _ represents. 
On the far right of the R 13, On-Task row, there is a 
total column. The top number, _, is the total number 
of times the behavior On-Task was observed in all the areas 
The bottom number, _, is the total number of observa¬ 
tions completed in all the areas. The middle number, _ 
is the percent of _ observations that _ represents. 
Interpreting the information rests entirely on your 
program goals and expectations. Do you want On-Task 
behavior to occur frequently? In what areas do you expect 
On-Task behavior? How much On-Task behavior do you want to 
see? If you are not satisfied with what you see, what do 
you think could explain the discrepancies with what you 
want to see? What classroom changes could you make that 
might result in behavior(s) that would satisfy your goals 
and expectations? This phase of the research can be very 
interesting and satisfying. It is very specific to each 
program. 
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO TEACHERS 
80 Pearl Street 
South Hadley, MA 01075 
April 14, 1984 
Dear 
Last spring when I was completing my dissertation 
research at your school, I asked you to predict the order 
in which you would expect teacher roles to occur in your 
program (l=most common, 4=least common). The roles were: 
Absent (Teacher may be in the room but involved with 
another child) 
Observing 
Participating (Eating snack, using play dough) 
Directing (Leading songs, teaching a lesson) 
Included in the research results I sent you in October 
was this information: 
Teacher Role Your Prediction Observed Order 
Absent 
Observing 
Participating 
Directing 
In this letter I've included a table which gives 
similar information about all the programs we observed. 
Your program is Program in the table. 
I would like to call you to discuss the reasons for 
the discrepancies between expected and observed rank order, 
whether in my directions, our observation methods, or your 
understanding of the problem. I would like to call you a 
few days after you receive this letter and have a chance to 
think about it, and we can either discuss it over the phone 
or set up a meeting to talk about it. If you are inter¬ 
ested in any of the other research results I will be happy 
to share them with you. 
Sincerely, 
Jan Stetson 

